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PREFACE. 


"Tuts Collection of Tracts on the points at issue be- 
tween the Churches of England and Rome was begun 
by the late Dr. Burton, Regius Professor of Divinity: 
and has been continued since his death, with the view 
of bringing together such writings, as might appear to 
be best suited to the state of the controversy and the 
disposition of men’s minds, in the present day. The 
Tracts were written by the most eminent Divines of 
the seventeenth century, and are most of them difficult 
to be procured separately from the other works of their 
respective authors. They are also arranged in this 
Collection in such a manner, as not only to furnish, 
when taken together, a complete view of the whole 
controversy, but also to make each volume an integral 
production in itself. 

The present volume contains two Tracts by Bishop 
Taylor, “ A Dissuasive from Popery, in two parts,” and 
“The Real Presence and Spiritual of Christ in the 
blessed Sacrament proved against the Doctrine of 
Transubstantiation.” 

The latter work was published in the year 1654, when 
Taylor had been living in retirement at Golden Grove, 
a retirement however interrupted by the frequent vicis- 
situdes of imprisonment and protection, which followed 
from the troubles of that disastrous period, and the re- 
spect and sympathy acquired by him from his character 
and sufferings. “*Here again,” says he, speaking of his 
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retirement in Wales, “I was exposed to the mercy of 
the sea, and the gentleness of an element that could 
neither distinguish things nor persons. And but that 
He who stilleth the raging of the sea and the noise of 
his waves, and the madness of his people, had provided a 
plank for me, I had been lost to all the opportunities of 
content or study. But I know not whether I have been 
more preserved by the courtesies of my friends, or the 
gentleness and mercies of a noble enemy.” In the Epi- 
stle Dedicatory addressed to Bishop Warner®, he states as 
his reason for publishing, “I thought there was a present 
necessity of it, because the emissaries of the Church of 
Rome are busy now to disturb the peace of consciences 
by troubling the persecuted, and ejecting scruples into 
the unfortunate, who suspect every thing, and being 
weary of all, are most ready to change from the present. 
They have got a trick to ask, where is our Church now ? 
What is become of your Articles of your Religion? We 
cannot answer them as they can be answered; for 
nothing satisfies them but being prosperous, and that 
we cannot pretend to, but upon the accounts of the 
cross: and so we may indeed rejozce and be exceeding 
glad, because we hope that great ts our reward in 
heaven.” 

The ‘“ Dissuasive from Popery” was written under hap- 
pier cireumstances. In the meantime the kingly govern- 
ment had been restored, and Taylor had been consecrated 
Bishop of Down and Connor. But the religion of Tre- 
land was so corrupted by error and superstition, that it 
was thought proper to publish a work, to which the 
members of the Established Church might refer as 
their guide. on the points disputed between Protestants 
and Romanists ; and eminent as were many of the 
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Irish prelates of that period, there was no one among 
them, to whom a task requiring the combination of so 
many rare endowments could more properly be entrusted 
than Bishop Taylor. At the united request therefore of 
his brethren, he consented to engage in the controversy, 
though he does not seem to have expected that he could 
produce any immediate effect upon the prevailing super- 
stition. “There is nothing remaining,” says he in his 
Preface® to the first part, “ but that we humbly desire of 
God to accept and to bless this well-meant labour of 
love; and that by some admirable ways of his Providence, 
he will be pleased to convey to the poor Irish the notices 
of their danger and their sin, and to deobstruct the pas- 
sages of necessary truth to them.” The first part was 
published in the year 1663, and was followed in the year 
1667 by a second part, written in reply to two publi- 
cations which had appeared in the meanwhile, one from 
a Jesuit of the name of Worseley, and the other entitled 
“Sure Footing in Christianity,” by John Sergeant, a 
Romish priest, and well-known controversialist of those 
times. But the Bishop was not living when the second 
part issued from the press. He died at Lisburn on the 
13th of August, 1667, in the 55th year of his age. 


There are two points of caution which ought to be 
kept clearly in view in reading the following Tracts; the 
one, that they were written many years since, and under 
circumstances of general opinion and knowledge very 
different from those of the present day; the other, that 
they were intended to be employed against Romanists, 
and not against modern Dissenters. In the one case, 
care will be taken that the understanding of the writer 
shall not be called into question, although his obser- 


‘ The present edition does not include either the ‘ Preface” to the 
first part, or the “ Introduction” to the second. 
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vations may sometimes appear to be distasteful or in- 
applicable; in the other case, statements which were 
directed against one class of opponents, and are perfectly 
just when applied solely to them, will not be interpreted 
to the advantage of a contrary class of opponents, who 
were not within the contemplation of the writer, and 
whose opinions possibly had not even obtained a separate 
existence. 


EDWARD CARDWELL. 


Sr. Atpan’s Hatt, 
June 17th, 1836. 


DISSUASIVE FROM POPERY. 


IN TWO PARTS. 


BY 


JEREMY TAYLOR, D.D. 


LORD BISHOP OF DOWN AND CONNOR. 


A 


DISSUASIVE FROM POPERY 


TO THE 


PEOPLE OF IRELAND. 


THE INTRODUCTION. 


Tur questions of difference between our churches and the 
church of Rome have been so often disputed, and the evidences 
on both sides so often produced, that to those who are strangers 
to the present constitution of affairs, it may seem very unneces- 
sary to say them over again: and yet it will seem almost impos- 
sible to produce any new matter ; or if we could, it will not be 
probable, that what can be newly alleged can prevail more than 
all that which already hath been so often urged in these ques- 
tions. But we are not deterred from doing our duty by any 
such considerations: as knowing, that the same medicaments are 
with success applied to a returning or an abiding ulcer; and the 
preachers of God’s word must for ever be ready to put the 
people in mind of such things, which they already have heard, 
and by the same scriptures and the same reasons endeavour to 
destroy their sin, or prevent their danger; and by the same word 
of God to extirpate those errors, which have had opportunity 
in the time of our late disorders to spring up and grow stronger, 
not when the keepers of the field slept, but when they were 
wounded, and their hands cut off, and their mouths stopped, 
lest they should continue or proceed to do the work of God 
thoroughly. 

A little warm sun, and some indulgent showers of a softer 
rain, have made many weeds of erroneous doctrine to take root 
greatly, and to spread themselves widely: and the bigots of the 
Roman church, by their late importune boldness and indiscreet 
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frowardness in making proselytes, have but too manifestly de- 
clared to all the world, that if they were rerum potiti, masters of 
our affairs, they would suffer nothing to grow but their own 
colocynths and gourds. And although the natural remedy for 
this were to take away that impunity, upon the account of which 
alone they do increase, yet because we shall never be authors of 
such counsels, but confidently rely upon God, the holy scriptures, 
right reason, and the most venerable and prime antiquity, which 
are the proper defensatives of truth for its support and main- 
tenance; yet we must not conceal from the people committed 
to our charges, the great evils to which they are tempted by the 
Roman emissaries, that while the king and the parliament take 
eare to secure all the public interests by instruments of their 
own, we also may, by the word of our proper ministry, endeavour 
to stop the progression of such errors, which we know to be de- 
structive of Christian religion, and consequently dangerous to the 
interest of souls. 

In this procedure, although we shall say some things which 
have not been always placed before their eyes, and others we shall 
represent with a fittingness to their present necessities, and all 
with charity too, and zeal for their souls; yet if we were to say 
nothing but whiat hath been often said already, we are still doing 
the work of God, and repeating his voice, and by the same re- 
medies curing the same diseases; and we only wait for the 
blessing of God prospering that importunity which is our duty ; 
according to the advice of Solomon, Jn the morning sow thy seed, 
and in the evening withhold not thy hand: for thou knowest not 
whether shall prosper, either this or that, or whether they both shall 
be alike good®. 


a Eccles. xi. 6. 
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CHAPTER I. 


The doctrine of the Roman church in the controverted articles is 
neither catholic, apostolic, nor primitive. 


SECTION I. 


Scripture the foundation of our faith, which was preserved entire in 
the first ages of the church. Roman doctrines unheard of then, 
being innovations. They pretend a power to make new articles of 
faith. Their expurgatory indices shew that they dare not trust 
the Fathers till they be purged. Instances of their dealing with 
their writings. 


Ir was the challenge of St. Augustine to the Donatists, who 
(as the church of Rome does at this day) inclosed the Catholic 
church within their own circuits, “‘ Ye say that Christ is heir of 
no lands, but where Donatus is coheir. Read this to us out of the 
Law and the Prophets, out of the Psalms, out of the Gospel 
itself, or out of the letters of the apostles. Read it thence, and 
we believe it> :” plainly directing us to the fountains of our faith, 
the Old and New Testament, the words of Christ, and the words 
of the apostles. For nothing else can be the foundation of our 
faith: whatsoever came in after these, foris est, it belongs not 
unto Christ°. 

To these we also add, not as authors or finishers, but as help- 
ers of our faith, and heirs of the doctrine apostolical, the senti- 
ments and catholic doctrine of the church of God, in the ages 
next after the apostles. Not that we think them or ourselves 
bound to every private opinion, even of a primitive bishop and 
martyr; but that we all acknowledge that the whole church of 
God kept the faith entire, and transmitted fathfully to the after- 
ages the whole faith, rumév d:dayijs, the form of doctrine and sound 
words, which was at first delivered to the saints, and was defective 
in nothing that belonged unto salvation; and we believe that 
those ages sent millions of saints to the bosom of Christ, and 
sealed the true faith with their lives and with their deaths, and 
by both gave testimony unto Jesus, and had from him the 
testimony of his Spirit. 


b De Unit. Eccles. c. 6. de Unit. Eccles. c. 4. et c. 3. [bi queera- 
© Ecclesia ex sacris et canonicis scrip- mus Ecclesiam, ibi decernamus causam 
turis ostendenda est, queeque ex illis os- nostram. 
tendi non potest, Ecclesia non est, S. Aug. 
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And this method of procedure we now choose, not only because 
to them that know well how to use it, to the sober and the mo- 
derate, the peaceable and the wise, it is the best, the most cer- 
tain, visible and tangible, most humble and satisfactory, but also 
because the church of Rome does with greatest noises pretend 
her conformity to antiquity. Indeed the present Roman doc- 
trines, which are in difference, were invisible and unheard of in 
the first and best antiquity ; and with how ill success their quo- 
tations are out of the Fathers of the first three ages, every in- 
quiring man may easily discern. But the noises therefore which 
they make are from the writings of the succeeding ages; where 
secular interest did more prevail, and the writings of the Fathers 
were vast and voluminous, full of controversy and ambiguous 
senses, fitted to their own times and questions, full of proper opin- 
ions, and such variety of sayings, that both sides eternally and 
inconfutably shall bring sayings for themselves respectively. Now 
although, things being thus, it will be impossible for them to 
conclude, from the sayings of a number of Fathers, that their 
doctrine, which they would prove thence, was the catholic doc- 
trine of the church; because any number that is less than all 
does not prove a catholic consent; yet the clear sayings of one 
or two of these Fathers, truly alleged by us to the contrary, 
will certainly prove that what many of them (suppose it) do 
affirm, and which but two or three as good catholics as the other 
do deny, was not then matter of faith or a doctrine of the church ; 
for if it had, these had been heretics accounted, and not have 
remained in the communion of the church. But although for 
the reasonableness of the thing we have thought fit to take no- 
tice of it, yet we shall have no need to make use of it; since not 
only in the prime and purest antiquity we are indubitably more 
than conquerors, but even in the succeeding ages we have the 
advantage both numero, pondere, et mensura, in number, weight, 
and measure. 

We do easily acknowledge, that to dispute these questions from 
the sayings of the Fathers is not the readiest way to make an 
end of them; but therefore we do wholly rely upon scriptures as 
the foundation and final resort of all our persuasions, and from 
thence can never be confuted ; but we also admit the Fathers 
as admirable helps for the understanding of the scriptures, and 
as good testimony of the doctrine delivered from their fore- 
fathers down to them, of what the church esteemed the way 
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of salvation: and therefore if we find any doctrine now taught, 
which was not placed in their way of salvation, we reject it as 
being no part of the Christian faith, and whiclMtought not to 
be imposed upon consciences. They were wise unto salvation, 
and fully instructed to every good work ; and therefore the faith 
which they professed and derived from scripture, we profess 
also ; and in the same faith, we hope to be saved even as they. 
But for the new doctors, we understand them not, we know 
them not; our faith is the same from the beginning, and can- 
not become new. 

But because we shall make it to appear that they do greatly 
innovate in all their points of controversy with us, and shew no- 
thing but shadows instead of substances, and little images of 
things instead of solid arguments, we shall take from them their 
armour in which they trusted, and choose this sword of Goliah 
to combat their errors; for non est alter talis ; it is not easy to 
find a better than the word of God, expounded by the prime and 
best antiquity. 

The first thing therefore we are to advertise is, that the emis- 
saries of the Roman church endeavour to persuade the good 
people of our dioceses from a religion that is truly primitive and 
apostolic, and divert them to propositions of their own, new and 
unheard of in the first ages of the Christian church. 

For the religion of our church is therefore certainly primitive 
and apostolic, because it teaches us to believe the whole scriptures 
of the Old and New Testament, and nothing else, as matter of 
faith; and therefore, unless there can be new scriptures, we can 
have no new matters of belief, no new articles of faith. What- 
soever we cannot prove from thence, we disclaim it, as not deriv- 
ing from the fountains of our Saviour. We also do believe the 
Apostles’ Creed, the Nicene, with the additions of Constantinople, 
and that which is commonly called the Symbol of Saint Athana- 
sius: and the four first general councils are so entirely admitted 
by us, that they, together with the plain words of scripture, are 
made the rule and measure of judging heresies amongst us: and 
in pursuance of these, it is commanded by our church, that the 
clergy shall never teach any thing as matter of “faith religi- 
ously to be observed, but that which is agreeable to the Old and 
New Testament, and collected out of the same doctrine by the 
ancient Fathers and catholic bishops of the church4.” This was 


4 Lib. Can. Discip. Eccl. Angl. et Injunct. Regin. Elis. A. D. 1571. Can. de Concio- 
natoribus. 
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undoubtedly the faith of the primitive chureh: they admitted all 
into their communion that were of this faith; they condemned 
no man that did not condemn these; they gave letters commu- 
nicatory by no other cognizance ; and all were brethren who 
spake this voice, Hance legem sequentes, Christianorum Catholt- 
corum nomen jubemus amplectt, reliquos vero dementes, vesanosque 
judicantes heretici dogmatis infaniam sustinere, said the emperors 
Gratian, Valentinian, and Theodosius, in their proclamation to 
the people of Constantinople’. All that believed this doctrine 
were Christians and catholics, viz. all they who believe in the Fa- 
ther, Son, and Holy Ghost, one Divinity of equal majesty in the 
holy Trinity ; which indeed was the sum of what was decreed 
in explication of the Apostles’ Creed in the four first general 
councils. 

And what faith can be the foundation of a more solid peace, 
the surer ligaments of catholic communion, or the firmer basis 
of a holy life, and of the hopes of heaven hereafter, than the 
measures which the holy primitive church did hold, and we after 
them? That which we rely upon is the same that the primitive 
church did acknowledge to be the adequate foundation of their 
hopes in the matters of belief: the way which they thought suf- 
ficient to go to heaven in, is the way which we walk ; what they 
did not teach, we do not publish and impose: into this faith en- 
tirely, and into no other, as they did theirs, so we baptize our 
catechumens : the discriminations of heresy from catholic doctrine 
which they used, we use also, and we use no other: and, in short, 
we believe all that doctrine which the church of Rome believes, 
except those things which they have superinduced upon the old 
religion, and in which we shall prove that they have innovated. 
So that, by their confession, all the doctrine which we teach the 
people as matter of faith, must be confessed to be ancient, primi- 
tive, and apostolic, or else theirs is not so: for ours is the same, 
and we both have received this faith from the fountains of scrip- 
ture and universal tradition ; not they from us, or we from them, 
but both of us from Christ and his apostles. And therefore there 
can be no question whether the faith of the church of England 
be apostolic and primitive; it is so confessedly: but the question 
is concerning many other particulars which were unknown to the 
holy doctors of the first ages, which were no part of their faith, 
which were never put into their creeds, which were not determined 
in any of the four first general councils, revered in all Christen- 

€ Dat. 3. Calend. Mart. Thessalonice. 
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dom, and entertained every where with great religion and venera- 
tion, even next to the four Gospels and the apostolical writings. 

Of this sort, because the church of Rome hath introduced many, 
and hath adopted them into their late creed, and imposes them 
upon the people, not only without, but against the scriptures and 
the catholic doctrine of the church of God; laying heavy burdens 
on men’s consciences, and making the narrow way to heaven yet 
narrower by their own inventions; arrogating to themselves a do- 
minion over our faith, and prescribing a method of salvation which 
Christ and his apostles never taught; corrupting the faith of the 
church of God, and teaching for doctrines the commandinenis of 
men ; and lastly, having derogated from the prerogative of Christ, 
who alone is the Author and Finisher of our faith, and hath per- 
fected it in the revelations consigned in the holy scriptures ; there- 
fore it is that we esteem ourselves obliged to warn the people of 
their danger, and to depart from it, and call upon them to stand 
upon the ways, and ask after the old paths, and walk in them ,; 
lest they partake of that curse which is threatened by God to 
them, who remove the ancient landmarks which our fathers in 
Christ have set for us. 

Now that the church of Rome cannot pretend that all which 
she imposes is primitive and apostolic, appears in this; that in 
the church of Rome there is pretence made to a power, not only 
of declaring new articles of faith, but of making new symbols 
or creeds, and imposing them as of necessity to salvation. Which 
thing is evident in the bull of pope Leo X. against Martin 
Luther, in which, amongst other things, he is condemned for 
saying, ‘It is certain that it is not in the power of the church 
or pope to constitute articles of faith.” We need not add that 
this power is attributed to the bishops of Rome by Turrecremata', 
Augustinus Triumphus de Ancona 8, Petrus de Ancorano}, and 
the famous abbot of Panormoi, that the pope cannot only make 
new creeds, but new articles of faith; that he can make that of 
necessity to be believed, which before never was necessary; that 
he is the measure and rule, and the very notice of all credibilities ; 


f Quod sit metrum, et regula, acscientia bolum condere, ita potest novos articulos 
credendorum. Summe de Ecclesia, 1. 2. supra alios multiplicare. 
Cc. 203. h Papa potest facere novos articulos fi- 
& Novum symbolum condere solum ad_ dei, id est, quod modo credi oporteat, cum 
papam spectat, quia est caput fidei Chris- sic prius non oporteret. Yn cap. cum 
tlane, cujus authoritate omnia que ad fi- Christus. de Heret. n. 2. 
dem spectant firmantur et roborantur. q. i Papa potest inducere novum articu- 
§9.a.1. etart. 2. Sicut potest novum sym- lum fidei. In idem. 
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that the canon law is the Divine law; and.whatever law the pope 
promulges, God, whose vicar he is, is understood to be the pro” 
mulger. That the souls of men are in the hands of the pope; an 
that in his arbitration religion does consist : which are the very 
words of Hostiensisk and Ferdinandus ab Inciso!, who were ca- 
suists and doctors of law, of great authority amongst them and 
renown. The thing itself is not of dubious disputation amongst 
them, but actually practised in the greatest instances, as 18 to be 
seen in the bull of Pius the Fourth, at the end of the council of 
Trent ; by which all ecclesiastics are not only bound to swear to 
all the articles of the council of Trent for the present and for the 
future, but they are put into a new symbol or creed, and they are 
corroborated by the same decretory clauses that are used in the 
Creed of Athanasius: that “this is the true catholic faith ;” and 
that “ without this no man can be saved.” 

Now since it cannot be imagined that this power,-to which 
they pretend, should never have been reduced to act; and that 
it is not credible they should publish so invidious and ill-sound- 
ing doctrine to no purpose, and to serve no end; it may without 
further evidence be believed by all discerning persons, that they 
have need of this doctrine, or it would not have been taught : and 
that consequently, without more ado, it may be concluded that 
some of their articles are parts of this new faith ; and that they 
can therefore in no sense be apostolical, unless their being Ro- 
man makes them so. , 

To this may be added another consideration, not much less 
material, that, besides what Eckius told the elector of Bavaria, 
that the doctrines of Luther might be overthrown by the Fathers, 
though not by scripture, they have also many gripes of consci- 
ence concerning the Fathers themselves, that they are not right 
on their side; and of this they have given but too much demon- 
stration by their expurgatory indices. The serpent, by being so 
curious a defender of his head, shews where his danger is, 
and by what he can most readily be destroyed. But besides 
their innumerable corruptings of the Fathers’ writings, their 
thrusting in that which was spurious, and, like Pharaoh, killing 
the legitimate sons of Israel™, though in this they have done 


k Super 2. Decret. de Jurejur. c. nimis. quibus contra transubstantiationem pre- 

of. clare disseruit. Et cum non ita pridem 

1 Apud Petrum Ciezam, t. 2. instit. Origenem excuderent, totum illud caput 
per. c. 69. sextum Johannis et quod commentabatur 

™m Johannes Clemens aliquot folia The- Origenes omiserunt, et mutilum ediderunt 
odoreti laceravit et abjecit in focum, in librum propter eandem causam. 
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very much of their work, and made the testimonies of the Fathers 
to be a record infinitely worse than of themselves uncorrupted 
they would have been, (of which divers learned persons have made 
public complaint and demonstration,) they have at last fallen to 
a new trade, which hath caused more disreputation to them, than 
they have gained advantage, and they have virtually confessed, 
that in many things the Fathers are against them. 

For first, the king of Spain gave a commission to the inqui- 
sitors to purge all catholic authors; but with this clause, sque 
ipsi privatim, nullisque consciis, apud se indicem expurgatorium 
habebunt, quem eundem neque aliis communicabunt, neque ejus ex- 
emplum ulli dabunt: that “they should keep the expurgatory 
index privately, neither imparting that index, nor giving a copy 
of it to any.” But it happened, by the Divine providence so 
ordering it, that about thirteen years after, a copy of it was 
gotten and published by Johannes Pappus and Franciscus Ju- 
nius, and since it came abroad against their wills, they find it 
necessary now to own it, and they have printed it themselves. 
Now by these expurgatory tables, what they have done is known 
to all learned men. In S.Chrysostom’s works printed at Basil, 
these words, ‘ The church is not built upon the man, but upon 
the faith,” are commanded to be blotted out ; and these, ‘“‘There 
is no merit, but what is given us by Christ :” and yet these 
words are in his sermon upon Pentecost, and the former words 
are in his first homily upon that of S. John, Ye are my friends, 
&c. The like they have done to him in many other places, and 
to S. Ambrose, and to 8S. Austin, and to them all", insomuch 
that Ludovicus Saurius, the corrector of the press at Lyons, 
shewed and complained of it to Junius, that he was forced to 
cancellate or blot out many sayings of S. Ambrose in that edi- 
tion of his works which was printed at Lyons 1559. So that 
what they say on occasion of Bertram’s book, “In the old 
catholic writers we suffer very many errors, and extenuate and 
excuse them, and finding out some commentary, we feign some 
convenient sense when they are opposed in disputations,” they 
do indeed practise, but esteem it not sufficient; for the words 
which make against them, they wholly leave out of their edi- 
tions. Nay they correct the very tables or indices made by 


im Sixtus Senensis Epist. Dedicat. ad omnium catholicorum scriptorum, ac 
Pium Quint. laudat Pontificem in hec precipue veterum Patrum scripta.” 
verba, ‘‘Expurgari et emaculari curasti 
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the printers or correctors ; insomuch that out of one of F an 
indices they have commanded these words to be blotted; 1¢ 
use of images forbidden—The eucharist no sacrifice, but Ne me- 
mory of a sacrifice— Works, although they do not justify, “ on 
necessary to salvation—Marriage is granted to all that wr no 

contain— Venial sins damn—The dead saints after this life can- 
not help us. Nay out of the index of S. Austin’s works by 
Claudius Chevallonius at Paris 1531, there 1s a very strange 
deleatur, Dele, solus Deus adorandus°, that “ God alone is to be 
worshipped,” is commanded to be blotted out, as being a danger- 
ous doctrine. These instances may serve instead of multitudes, 
which might be brought of their corrupting the witnesses, and 
razing the records of antiquity, that the errors and novelties of 
the church of Rome might not be so easily reproved. Now if 
the Fathers were not against them, what need these arts? Why 
should they use them thus? Their own expurgatory indices are 
infinite testimony against them, both that they do so, and that 
they need it. 

But besides these things, we have thought it fit to represent 
in one aspect some of their chief doctrines of difference from the 
church of England, and make it evident that they are indeed 
new, and brought into the church, first by way of opinion, and 
afterwards by power, and at last, by their own authority de- 
creed into laws and articles. 


SECTION II. 


The church has no power to make new articles. The Roman church 
has many ready for the stamp. Council of Trent’s new article 
against the necessity of communicating infants, against the sense 
of divers Fathers. 


Fins, we allege, that this very power of making new articles 
is a novelty, and expressly against the doctrine of the primitive 
church; and we prove it, first by the words of the apostle, say- 
ing, If we, or an angel Jrom heaven, shall preach unto you any 
other gospel (viz. in whole or in part, for there is the same rea- 
son of them both) than that which we have preached, let him be 
anathema?: and secondly, by the sentence of the Fathers in the 
third general council, that at Ephesus 4, “ That it should not be 


° index Expurgator. Madr. 1612. in Indice libror. expurgatorum p. 39, 
P Gal. i. 8. a Part. 2. act. 6. c. 7. 
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lawful for any man to publish or compose another faith or creed 
than that which was defined by the Nicene council: and that 
whosoever shall dare to compose or offer any such to any per- 
sons willing to be converted from paganism, Judaism, or heresy, 
if they were bishops or clerks, they should be deposed ; if lay- 
men, they should be accursed.” And yet in the church of Rome 
faith and Christianity increase like the moon; Bromyard com- 
plained of it long since, and the mischief increases daily. They 
have now a new article of faith, ready for the stamp, which may 
very shortly become necessary to salvation; we mean that of 
the immaculate conception of the blessed Virgin Mary. Whe- 
ther the pope be above a council or no; we are not sure whe- 
ther it be an article of faith amongst them or not: it is very 
near one, if it be not. Bellarmine would fain have us believe 
that the council of Constance, approving the bull of pope Martin 
the Fifth, declared for the pope’s supremacy. But John Ger- 
son, who was at the council, says", that the council did abate 
those heights to which flattery had advanced the pope; and 
that before that council they spoke such great things of the 
pope, which afterwards moderate men durst not speak; but yet 
some others spake them so confidently before it, that he that 
should then have spoken to the contrary would hardly have 
escaped the note of heresy: and that these men continued the 
same pretensions even after the council. But the council of 
Basil decreed for the council against the pope; and the council 
of Lateran, under Leo the Tenth, decreed for the pope against 
the council. So that it is cross and pile; and whether for a 
penny, when it can be done; it is now a known case it shall be- 
come an article of faith. But for the present it is a proba- 
tionary article ; and, according to Bellarmine’s expression, is fere 
de fides, it is almost an article of faith; they want a little age, 
and then they may go alone. But the council of Trent' hath 
produced a strange new article; but it is sine controversia cre- 
dendum, it must be believed, and must not be controverted : 
that “although the ancient Fathers did give the communion 
to infants, yet they did not believe it necessary to salvation.” 
Now this being a matter of fact, whether they did or did not 
believe it, every man that reads their writings can be able to 
inform himself: and besides that it is strange that this should be 


r De Potest. Eccles. Concil. 12. 8 De Concil. Author. 1. 2. 17. 8.1. 
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determined by a council, and determined against evident truth 
(it being notorious, that divers of the Fathers did say it 1s ne- 
cessary to salvation); the decree itself is beyond all bounds of 
modesty, and a strange pretension of empire over the Christian 
belief. But we proceed to other instances. 


SECTION III. 

The Roman doctrine of indulgences an innovation. No mention of 
them in the canon law of Gratian or in P. Lombard. What in- 
dulgences the old church gave to penitents. What they signify in 
the new Roman; the value of them disputed ; but the merchandise 
and abuses continue. 

Tur Roman doctrine of indulgences was the first occasion 
of the great change and reformation of the western churches, 
begun by the preachings of Martin Luther and others; and be- 
sides that it grew to that intolerable abuse, that it became a 
shame to itself, and a reproach to Christendom, it was also so 
very an innovation, that their great Antoninus confesses, that 
“eoncerning them we have nothing expressly, either in the scrip- 
tures, or in the sayings of the ancient doctors" :” and the same 
is affirmed by Sylvester Prierias. Bishop Fisher of Rochester 
says*, that in the beginning of the church there was no use of 
indulgences ; and that they began after the people were a while 
affrighted with the torments of purgatory; and many of the 
schoolmen confess that the use of indulgences began in the time 
of pope Alexander the Third, towards the end of the 12th cen- 
tury: but Agrippa imputes the beginning of them to Boniface 
the Eighth who lived in the reign of King Edward the First of 
England, 1300 years after Christ. But that in his time the 
first jubilee was kept, we are assured by Crantzius. This pope 
lived and died with very great infamyY, and therefore was not 
likely from himself to transfer much honour and reputation to 
the new institution. But that about this time indulgences be- 
gan, is more than probable ; much before, it is certain they were 
not. For in the whole canon law, written by Gratian, and in 
the sentences of Peter Lombard, there is nothing spoken of in- 
dulgences : now because they lived in the time of pope Alexan- 
der ITI, if he had introduced them, and much rather if they had 
been as ancient as S. Gregory, (as some vainly and weakly pre- 


u Part.1. Sum. tit.10. ¢. 3 y Intravit ut vulpes, re i 
+10. C. 3. » regnavit ut leo 
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tend, from no greater authority than their own legends.) it is 
probable that these great men, writing bodies of divinity and 
law, would have made mention of so considerable a point, and 
so great a part of the Roman religion, as things are now 
ordered. If they had been doctrines of the church then, as they 
are now, it is certain they must have come under their cogni- 
zance and discourses. 

Now lest the Roman emissaries should deceive any of the good 
sons of the church, we think it fit to acquaint them, that in the 
primitive church 2, when the bishops imposed severe penances, 
and that they were almost quite performed, and a great cause of 
pity intervened, or danger of death, or an excellent repentance, 
or that the martyrs interceded, the bishop did sometimes in- 
dulge the penitent, and relax some of the remaining parts of his 
penance ; and according to the example of S. Paul, in the case 
of the incestuous Corinthian, gave them ease, lest they should be 
swallowed up with too much sorrow. But the Roman doctrine 
of indulgences is wholly another thing; nothing of it but the 
abused name remains. For in the church of Rome they now pre- 
tend that there is an infinite of degrees of Christ’s merit and sa- 
tisfaction beyond what is necessary for the salvation of his ser- 
vants: and (for fear Christ should not have enough) the saints 
have a surplusage of merits, or at least of satisfactions, more 
than they can spend, or themselves do need : and out of these 
the church hath made her a treasure, a kind of poor man’s box ; 
and out of this, a power to take as much as they list to apply to 
the poor souls in purgatory ; who because they did not satisfy 
for their venial sins, or perform all their penances which were 
imposed, or which might have been imposed, and which were 
due to be paid to God for the temporal pains reserved upon 
them, after he had forgiven them the guilt of their deadly sins, 
are forced sadly to roar in pains not inferior to the pains of hell, 
excepting only that they are not eternal. That this is the true 
state of their article of indulgences, we appeal to Bellarmine». 

Now concerning their new foundation of indulgences, the first 
stone of it was laid by pope Clement VI. in his Extravagant 

2 Tertull. 1. ad Martyr. c.1. S. Cyprian a Communis opinio DD. tam theologo- 
lib. 3. ep. 15. apud Pamelium rx. Concil. rum, quam canonicorum, quod sunt ex 
Nicen. 1. can. 12. Conc. Ancyr. c. §.Con- abundantia meritorum que ultra mensu- 
cil. Laodicen. c. 2. S. Basil. in Ep. cano- ram demeritorum suorum sancti sustinue- 
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Unigenitus, de penitentiis et remissionibus, A. D. 1350. This con- 
stitution was published fifty years after the first jubilee, and was 
a new device to bring in customers to Rome at the second jubilee, 
which was kept in Rome in this pope’s time. What ends of 
profit and interest it served, we are not much concerned to in- 
quire ; but this we know, that it had not yet passed into a catho- 
lic doctrine, for it was disputed against by Franciscus de May- 
ronis¢ and Durandus? not long before this Extravagant; and 
that it was not rightly formed to their purposes, till the stirs in 
Germany, raised upon the occasion of indulgences, made Leo the 
Tenth set his clerks on work to study the point and make some- 
thing of it. 

But as to the thing itself, it is so wholly new, so merely devised 
and forged by themselves, so newly created out of nothing, from 
great mistakes of scripture, and dreams of shadows from antiqui- 
ty, that we are to admonish our charges, that they cannot reason- 
ably expect many sayings of the primitive doctors against them, 
any more than against the new fancies of the Quakers, which 
were born but yesterday. That which is not, cannot be numbered ; 
and that which was not, could not be confuted. But the perfect 
silence of antiquity in this whole matter is an abundant de- 
monstration that this new nothing was made in the later labora- 
tories of Rome. For, as Durandus® said, the holy Fathers, Am- 
brose, Hilary, Hierom, Augustine, speak nothing of indulgences. 
And whereas it is said that S. Gregory, DC years after Christ, 
gave indulgences at Rome in the stations, Magister Angularis, 
who lived about 200 years since, says “he never read of any such 
any where ;” and it is certain there is no such thing in the writ- 
ings of S. Gregory, nor in any history of that age or any other 
that is authentic: and we could never see any history pretended 
for it by the Roman writers, but a legend of Ledgerus brought to 
us the other day by Surius; which is so ridiculous and weak, that 
even their own parties dare not avow it as true story ; and there- 
fore they are fain to make use of Thomas Aquinas upon the sen- 
tences, and Altisiodorensis, for story and record. And it were 
strange that if this power of giving indulgences to take off the 
punishment, reserved by God after the sin is pardoned, were 
given by Christ to his church, that no one of the ancient doe- 
tors should tell any thing of it: insomuch that there is no one 
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writer of authority and credit, not the more ancient doctors we 
have already named, nor those who were much later, Rupertus 
Tuitiensis, Anselm, or S. Bernard, ever took notice of it; but 
it was a doctrine wholly unknown to the church for about MCC 
years after Christ: and cardinal Cajetan told pope Adrian VI. 
that to him that readeth the decretals it plainly appears, that 
‘an indulgence is nothing else but an absolution from that pe- 
nance which the confessor hath imposed ;” and therefore can be 
nothing of that which is nowadays pretended. 

True it is, that the canonical penances were about the time 
of Burchard lessened and altered by commutations; and the an- 
cient discipline of the church in imposing penances was made so 
loose, that the indulgence was more than the imposition, and 
began not to be an act of mercy but remissness, an absolution 
without amends: it became a trumpet, and a levy for the holy 
war, in pope Urban the Second’s time ; for he gave a plenary in- 
dulgence and remission of all sins to them that should go and 
fight against the Saracens: and yet no man could tell how much 
they were the better for these indulgences: for concerning the 
value of indulgences, the complaint is both old and doubtful, said 
pope Adriane; and he cites a famous gloss, which tells of four 
opinions all catholic, and yet vastly differing in this particular : 
but the Summa Angelicaf reckons seven opinions concerning what 
that penalty is which is taken off by indulgences: no man could 
then tell ; and the point was but in the infancy, and since that, 
they have made it what they please: but it is at last turned into 
a doctrine, and they have devised new propositions, as well as 
they can, to make sense of it; and yet it is a very strange thing ; 
a solution not an absolution, (it is the distinction of Bellarmine, ) 
that is, the sinner is let to go free without punishment in this 
world, or in the world to come; and in the end, it grew to be 
that which Christendom could not suffer: a heap of doctrines 
without grounds of scripture or catholic tradition; and not 
only so, but they have introduced a way of remitting sins, that 
Christ and his apostles taught not; a way destructive of the 
repentance and remission of sins which was preached in the name 
of Jesus: it brought into the church false and fantastic hopes, 
a hope that will make men ashamed ; a hope that does not glorify 
the merits and perfect satisfaction of Christ; a doctrine ex- 
pressly dishonourable to the full and free pardon given us by God 
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through Jesus Christ; a practice that supposes a new bunch 
of keys given to the church, besides that which the apostles 
received to open and shut the kingdom of heaven ; a doctrine 
that introduces pride among the saints, and advances the opin- 
ion of their works beyond the measures of Christ, who taught 
us, That when we have done all that is commanded, we are unpro- 
fitable servants’, and therefore certainly cannot supererogate, or 
do more than what is infinitely recompensed by the kingdom of 
glory, to which all our doings and all our sufferings are not wor- 
thy to be compared ; especially, since the greatest saint cannot 
but say with David, Enter not into judgment with thy servants ; for 
in thy sight no flesh living can be justified; it is a practice that 
hath turned penances into a fair, and the court of conscience into 
a Lombard, and the labours of love into the labours of pilgrim- 
ages, superstitious and useless wanderings from place to place ; 
and religion into vanity, and our hope in God to a confidence in 
man, and our fears of hell to be a mere scarecrow to rich and 
confident sinners: and at last, it was frugally employed by a 
great pope to raise a portion for a lady, the wife of Franceschetto 
Cibo, bastard son of pope Innocent VIII, and the merchandise 
itself became the stakes of gamesters at dice and cards, and men 
did vile actions that they might win indulgences; by gaming 
making their way to heaven easier. 

Now although the holy Fathers of the church could not be 
supposed in direct terms to speak against this new doctrine of 
indulgences, because in their days it was not: yet they have said 
many things which do perfectly destroy this new doctrine and 
these unchristian practices. For besides that they teach a re- 
pentance wholly reducing us to a good life; a faith that entirely 
relies upon Christ’s merits and satisfactions; a hope wholly de- 
pending upon the plain promises of the gospel, a service perfectly 
consisting in the works of a good conscience, a labour of love, 
a religion of justice and piety, and moral virtues: they do also 
expressly teach that pilgrimages to holy places and such like in- 
ventions, which are now the earnings and price of indulgences, 
are not required of us, and are not the way of salvation, as is to 
be seen in an oration made by S. Gregory Nyssene wholly against 
pilgrimages to Jerusalem ; in S. Chrysostom", S. Augustine’, and 

& Ut quid non prevides tibi in die pis, 1.1. de Imit. c. 24. 
judicii, quando nemo poterit per alium h Homil. 1. in ep. ad Philem. 
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S. Bernard*. The sense of these Fathers is this, in the words 
of S. Augustine: “‘God said not, Go to the east, and seek right- 
eousness ; sail to the west, that you may receive indulgence. But 
indulge thy brother, and it shall be indulged to thee: you have 
need to inquire for no other indulgence to thy sins; if thou wilt 
retire into the closet of thy heart, there thou shalt find it.” That 
is, all our hope of indulgence is from God through Jesus Christ, 
and is wholly to be obtained by faith in Christ, and perseverance 
in good works, and entire mortification of all our sins. 

To conclude this particular: though the gains which the church 
of Rome makes of indulgences, be a heap almost as great as the 
abuses themselves, yet the greatest patrons of this new doctrine 
could never give any certainty, or reasonable comfort, to the 
conscience of any person that could inquire into it. They never 
durst determine, whether they were absolutions, or compensa- 
tions; whether they only take off the penances actually imposed 
by the confessor, or potentially, and all that which might have 
been imposed; whether all that may be paid in the court of 
men; or all that can or will be required by the laws and seve- 
rity of God. Neither can they speak rationally to the great 
question, whether the treasure of the church consists of the sa- 
tisfactions of Christ only, or of the saints? For if of saints, it 
will by all men be acknowledged to be a defeasible estate, and 
being finite and limited, will be spent sooner than the needs of 
the church can be served; and if therefore it be necessary to add 
the merits and satisfaction of Christ, since they are an ocean of 
infinity, and can supply more than all our needs, to what purpose 
is it to add the little minutes and droppings of the saints? They 
cannot tell whether they may be given, if the receiver do nothing, 
or give nothing for them: and though this last particular could 
better be resolved by the court of Rome, than by the church of 
Rome, yet all the doctrines which built up this new fabric of in- 
dulgences were so dangerous to determine, so improbable, so un- 
reasonable, or at best so uncertain and invidious, that according 
to the advice of the bishop of Modena, the council of Trent left 
all the doctrines, and all the cases of conscience, quite alone, and 
slubbered the whole matter both in the question of indulgences 
and purgatory in general and recommendatory terms; affirm- 
ing, that the power of giving indulgence is in the church, and 
that the use is wholesome: and that all hard and subtile ques- 
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tions, viz. concerning purgatory (which although (if it be at all) 
it is a fire, yet is the fuel of indulgences, and maintains them 
wholly); all that is suspected to be false, and all that is uncer- 
tain; and whatsoever is curious and superstitious, scandalous, or 
for filthy lucre, be laid aside. And in the mean time, they tell 
us not what is, and what is not, superstitious; nor what is 
scandalous, nor what they mean by the general term of indul- 
gence; and they establish no doctrine, neither curious nor in- 
curious, nor durst they decree the very foundation of this whole 
matter, the church’s treasure: neither durst they meddle with 
it, but left it as they found it, and continued in the abuses, and 
proceed in the practice, and set their doctors, as well as they 
can, to defend all the new and curious and scandalous questions, 
and to uphold the gainful trade. But however it be with them, 
the doctrine itself is proved to be a direct innovation in the 
matter of Christian religion, and that was it which we have 
undertaken to demonstrate. 


SECTION IV 


The doctrine of purgatory, which is the mother of indulgences, an in- 
novation. Of punishment due when the guilt is removed. The an- 
cients’ prayers for the dead respected not purgatory. Their fire of 
purgation not kindled till the day of judgment. Purgatory no doc- 
trine of the church in Saint Austin’s time. The new purgatory de- 
pends upon legends and apparitions. The ancients knew but of two 
states after death, of the just and unjust. 


Tue doctrine of purgatory is the mother of indulgences, and 
the fear of that hath introduced these: for the world happened 
to be abused like the countryman in the fable, who, being told 
he was like to fall into a delirium in his feet, was advised for re- 
medy to take the juice of cotton: he feared a disease that was 
not, and looked for a cure as ridiculous. But if the parent of in- 
dulgences be not from Christ and his apostles; if upon this ground 
the primitive church never built, the superstructures of Rome 
must fall; they can be no stronger than their supporter. Now 
then, in order to the proving the doctrine of purgatory to be an 
innovation, 

1. We consider, that the doctrines upon which it is pretended 
reasonable, are all dubious, and disputable at the very best. 
Such are, 


A Disswasive from Popery. 19 


1. Their distinction of sins mortal and venial in their own 
nature. 

2. That the taking away the guilt of sins does not suppose the 
taking away the obligation to punishment ; that is, that when a 
man’s sin is pardoned, he may be punished without the guilt of 
that sin, as justly as with it; as if the guilt could be any thing 
else but an obligation to punishment for having sinned: which is 
a proposition of which no wise man can make sense; but it is 
certain, that it is expressly against the word of God, who pro- 
mises, upon our repentance, so to take away our sins, that he will 
remember them no more*: and so did Christ to all those to whom 
he gave pardon; for he did not take our faults and guilt on him 
any other way, but by curing our evil hearts, and taking away 
the punishment! And this was so perfectly believed by the pri- 
mitive church, that they always made the penances and satisfac- 
tion to be undergone before they gave absolution ; and after ab- 
solution they never imposed or obliged to punishment, unless it 
were to sick persons, of whose recovery they despaired not: of 
them indeed, in case they had not finished their canonical punish- 
ments, they expected they should perform what was enjoined 
them formerly. But because all sin is a blot to a man’s soul, and 
a foul stain to his reputation ; we demand, in what does this stain 
consist? In the guilt, or in the punishment? If it be said that 
it consists in the punishment, then what does the guilt signify, 
when the removing of it does neither remove the stain nor the 
punishment, which both remain and abide together? But if the 
stain and the guilt be all one, or always together, then when the 
guilt is taken away, there can no stain remain; and if so, what 
need ™ is there any more of purgatory? For since this is pre- 
tended to be necessary, only lest any stained or. unclean thing 
should enter into heaven, if the guilt and the stain be remoy- 
ed, what uncleanness can there be left behind? Indeed Simon 
Magus (as Epiphanius reports, Heeres. 20.) did teach, that after 
the death of the body there remained woxGv kdOapois, “a purga- 
tion of souls :” but whether the church of Rome will own him for 
an authentic doctor, themselves can best tell. 

k Ez. xviii. 22. cul. anathem. negat poenam deberi culpze 

1 Neque enim ab iis quos sanas lente si culpa corrigatur. 
languor abscedit, sed illico quem restituis m Delet gratia finalis peccatum veniale 
ex integro convalescit, quia consumma- in ipsa dissolutione corporis et anime. 
tum est quod facis, et perfectum quod Hocab antiquis dictum est. Albert. Mag. 
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3. It relies upon this also, that God requires of us a full ex- 
change of penances and satisfactions, which must regularly be 
paid here or hereafter, even by them who are pardoned here : 
which if it were true, we were all undone. 

4. That the death of Christ, his merits and satisfaction, do 
not procure for us a full remission before we die, nor (as it may 
happen) of a long time after. All which being propositions new 
and uncertain, invented by the school divines, and brought em 
post facto, to dress this opinion, and make it to seem reason- 
able; and being the products of ignorance concerning remission 
of sins by grace, of the righteousness of faith, and the infinite 
value of Christ’s death, must needs lay a great prejudice of no- 
velty upon the doctrine itself, which, but by these, cannot be sup- 
ported. But to put it past suspicion and conjectures ; 

Roffensis" and Polydore Virgil° affirm, that whoso searcheth 
the writings of the Greek Fathers shall find that none, or very 
rarely any one of them, ever makes mention of purgatory; and 
that the Latin Fathers did not all believe it, but by degrees came 
to entertain opinions of it: but for the catholic church, it was 
but lately known to her. 

But before we say any more in this question, we are to pre- 
monish, that there are two great causes of their mistaken pre- 
tensions in this article from antiquity. 

The first is, that the ancient churches in their offices, and the 
Fathers in their writings, did teach and practise respectively 
prayer for the dead. Now because the church of Rome does 
so too, and more than so, relates her prayers to the doctrine of 
purgatory, and for the souls there detained, her doctors vainly 
suppose, that whenever the holy Fathers speak of prayer for the 
dead, that they conclude for purgatory ; which vain conjecture is 
as false as it is unreasonable : for it is true the Fathers did pray 
for the dead, but how? That God would shew them mercy, and 
hasten the resurrection, and give a blessed sentence in the great 
day. But then it is also to be remembered, that they made 
prayers and offered for those who, by the confession of all sides, 
never were in purgatory ; even for the patriarchs and prophets, 
for the apostles and evangelists, for martyrs and confessors, and 
especially for the blessed Virgin Mary: so we find it in Epipha- 
niusP, S. Cyril4, and in the canon of the Greeks, and so it is ac- 
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knowledged by their own Durantus4; and in their own mass book 
anciently they prayed for the soul of S. Leo: of which because 
by their latter doctrines they grew ashamed, they have changed 
the prayer for him into a prayer to God, by the intercession of 
S. Leo, in behalf of themselves; so by their new doctrine making 
him an intercessor for us, who by their old doctrine was supposed 
to need our prayers to intercede for him; of which pope Inno- 
cent, being asked a reason, makes a most pitiful excuse™ 

Upon what accounts the Fathers did pray for the saints de- 
parted, and indeed generally for all, it is not now seasonable to 
discourse; but to say this only, that such general prayers for the 
dead as those above reckoneds the church of England never did 
condemn by any express article, but left it in the middle; and 
by her practice declares her faith of the resurrection of the dead, 
and her interest in the communion of saints, and that the saints 
departed are a portion of the catholic church, parts and members 
of the body of Christ; but expressly condemns the doctrine of 
purgatory, and consequently all prayers for the dead relating to 
it: and how vainly the church of Rome from prayer for the dead 
infers the belief of purgatory, every man may satisfy himself by 
seeing the writings of the Fathers, where they cannot meet with 
one collect or clause praying for the delivery of souls out of that 
imaginary place. Which thing is so certain, that in the very 
Roman offices, we mean the vigils said for the dead, in which 
are psalms and lessons taken from the scripture, speaking of the 
miseries of this world, repentance, and reconciliation with God, 
the bliss after this life of them that die in Christ, and the resur- 
rection of the dead; and in the anthems, versicles, and responses, 
there are prayers made recommending to God the soul of the 
newly defunct, praying ‘he may be freed from hell and eternal 
death, that in the day of judgment he be not judged and con- 
demned according to his sins, but that he may appear among 
the elect in the glory of the resurrection ;” but not one word of 
purgatory or its pains. 

The other cause of their mistake is, that the Fathers often 
speak of a fire of purgation after this life; but such a one that 
is not to be kindled until the day of judgment; and it is such 
a fire that destroys the doctrine of the intermedial purgatory. 


q De Ritibus, lib. 2. c. 35. presse approbat clausulam illam edarinhy, 
r Innocent. P. de Celeb. Miss. cap. Deus det ei pacatam quietem, et beatam 
Cum Martha. ad vitam resurrectionem. 
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We suppose that Origen was the first that spoke plainly of it; 
and S. Ambrose follows him in the opinion (for it was no more) ; 
so does S. Basil, S. Hilary, S. Hierom, and Lactantius, as their 
words plainly prove, as they are cited by Sixtus Senensis‘, affirm- 
ing “that all men, Christ only excepted, shall be burned with the 
fire of the world’s conflagration at the day of judgment ;” even 
the blessed Virgin herself is to pass through this fire. There 
was also another doctrine very generally received by the Fa- 
thers, which greatly destroys the Roman purgatory: Sixtus 
Senensis says, and he says very true, that Justin Martyr, 
Tertullian, Victorinus Martyr, Prudentius, 8. Chrysostom, Are- 
thas, Euthymius and S. Bernard, did all affirm, that before the 
day of judgment the souls of men are kept in secret receptacles, 
reserved unto the sentence of the great day, and that before then 
no man receives according to his works done in this life. We do 
not interpose in this opinion to say that it is true or false, pro- 
bable or improbable; for these Fathers intended it not as a 
matter of faith or necessary belief, so faras we find. But we 
observe from hence, that if their opinion be true, then the doc- 
trine of purgatory is false. If it be not true, yet the Roman doc- 
trine of purgatory, which is inconsistent with this so generally 
received opinion of the Fathers, is at least new, no catholic doc- 
trine, not believed in the primitive church; and therefore the 
Roman writers are much troubled to excuse the Fathers in this 
article, and to reconcile them to some seeming concord with their 
new doctrine. 

But besides these things, it is certain that the doctrine of pur- 
gatory, before the day of judgment, in S. Augustine’s time, was 
not the doctrine of the church ; it was not the catholic doctrine ; 
for himself did doubt of it: ““ Whether it be so or not, it may be 
inquired ; and possibly it may be found so, and possibly it may 
never *:”” so 8S. Augustine. In his time therefore it was no doc- 
trine of the church: and it continued much longer in uncertainty; 
for in the time of Otho Frisingensisy, who lived in the year 1146, 
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it was gotten no further than to a guidam asserunt: “ some do 
affirm that there is a place of purgatory after death.” And al- 
though it is not to be denied but that many of the ancient doc- 
tors had strange opinions concerning purgations, and fires, and 
intermedial states, and common receptacles, and liberations of 
souls and spirits after this life; yet we can truly affirm it, and 
ean never be convinced to err in this affirmation, that there is 
not any one of the ancients, within five hundred years, whose 
opinion in this article throughout, the church of Rome at this 
day follows. 

But the people of the Roman communion have been principally 
led into a belief of purgatory by their fear and by their credulity ; 
they have been softened and enticed into this belief by perpetual 
tales and legends, by which they love to be abused. To this pur- 
pose, their priests and friars have made great use of the appari- 
tion of S. Hierom, after death, to Eusebius, commanding him to 
lay his sack upon the corpse of three dead men, that they, aris- 
ing from death, might confess purgatory, which formerly they had 
denied. The story is written in an epistle imputed to S. Cyril; 
but the ill luck of it was, that S. Hierom outlived S. Cyril, and 
wrote his life, and so confuted that story ; but all is one for that, 
they believe it nevertheless: but there are enough to help it out ; 
and if they be not firmly true2, yet if they be firmly believed, all 
is well enough. In the Speculum exemplorum it is said, that a cer- 
tain priest in an ecstasy saw the soul of Constantinus Turritanus 
in the eves of his house tormented with frosts and cold rains, and 
afterwards climbing up to heaven upon a shining pillar. And 
a certain monk saw some souls roasted upon spits like pigs, 
and some devils basting them with scalding lard; but a while 
after they were carried to a cool place; and so proved purgatory. 
But bishop Theobald4, standing upon a piece of ice to cool his 
feet, was nearer purgatory than he was aware; and was con- 
vinced of it, when he heard a poor soul telling him that under 
that ice he was tormented, and that he should be delivered, if 
for thirty days continual he would say for him thirty masses : 
and some such thing was seen by Conrade and Udalric® in a pool 
of water: for the place of purgatory was not yet resolved on, till 
S. Patrick had the key of it delivered to him; which when oné 
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Nicholas borrowed of him, he saw as strange and true things 
there as ever Virgil dreamed of in his purgatory, or Cicero in his 
dream of Scipio, or Plato in his Gorgias, or Phsedo, who indeed 
are the surest authors to prove purgatory. But because to preach 
false stories was forbidden by the council of Trent, there are yet 
remaining more certain arguments, even revelations, made by an- 
gels, and the testimony of S. Odilio himself, who heard the Devil 
complain (and he had great reason surely) that the souls of dead 
men were daily snatched out of his hands by the alms and prayers 
of the living: and the sister of S. Damianus being too much 
pleased with hearing of a piper, told her brother that she was 
to be tormented for fifteen days in purgatory. 

We do not think that the wise men in the church of Rome 
believe these narratives ; for if they did, they were not wise: but 
this we know, that by such stories the people were brought into 
a belief of it; and having served their turn of them, the master- 
builders used them as false arches and centres, taking them away 
when the parts of the building were made firm and stable by 
authority. But even the better sort of them do believe, or else 
they do worse; for they urge and cite the dialogues of S. Gre- 
gory, the oration of S. John Damascen de Defunctis, the sermons 
of S. Augustine upon the feast of the commemoration of All- 
souls (which nevertheless was instituted after S. Augustine's 
death), and divers other citations, which the Greeks in their 
apology call Avap9opas Kat mapeuBords aiperi(dvrwy, the holds and 
the castles, the corruptions and insinuations of heretical per- 
sons. But in this they are the less to be blamed, because better 
arguments than they have no men are tied to make use of. 

But against this way of proceeding we think fit to admonish 
the people of our charges, that, besides that the scriptures ex- 
pressly forbid us to inquire of the dead for truth‘, the holy 
doctors of the church, particularly Tertullian, S. Athanasius, 
S. Chrysostom, Isidore, and Theophylact, deny that the souls of 
the dead ever do appear4, and bring many reasons to prove, that 
it is unfitting they should; saying, if they did, it would be the 
cause of many errors, and the devils, under that pretence, might 
easily abuse the world with notices and revelations of their 
own: and because Christ would have us content with Moses and 
the Prophets, and especially to hear that Prophet whom the 
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Lord our God hath raised up amongst us, our blessed Jesus, 
who never taught any such doctrine to his church. 

But because we are now representing the novelty of this doc- 
trine, and proving that anciently it was not the doctrine of the 
church, nor at all esteemed a matter of faith, whether there was 
or was not any such place or state, we add this, that the Greek 
church did always dissent from the Latins in this particular ; 
since they had forged this new doctrine in the laboratories of 
Rome, and in the council of Basil published an apology directly 
disapproving the Roman doctrine of purgatory. How after- 
wards they were pressed in the council of Florence by Pope 
Eugenius, and by their necessity how unwillingly they consented, 
how ambiguously they answered, how they protested against 
having that half consent put into the instrument of union; how 
they were yet constrained to it by their chiefs, being obnoxious 
to the pope; how a while after they dissolved that union, and 
to this day refuse to own this doctrine, are things so notoriously 
known, that they need no further declaration. 

We add this only, to make the conviction more manifest : we 
have thought fit to annex some few, but very clear testimonies 
of antiquity, expressly destroying the new doctrine of purgatory. 
S. Cyprian® saith, Quando istine excessum fuerit, nullus jam locus 
penitentia est, nullus satisfactionis effectus, « When we are gone 
from hence, there is no place left for repentance, and no effect 
of satisfaction.” §S. Dionysius! calls the extremity of death, rédos 
tepGv aydverv, “the end of all our agonies,” and affirms, “that 
the holy men of God rest in joy, and in never-failing hopes, and 
are come to the end of their holy combats.” S. Justin Martyr 
affirms, “that when the soul is departed from the body, ei6ds 
yivera, presently there is a separation made of the just and un- 
just: the unjust are by angels borne into places which they 
have deserved, but the souls of the just into paradise, where they 
have the conversation of angels and archangels.” S. Ambrose 
saith, that “death is a haven of rest, and makes not our condi- 
tion worse, but according as it finds every man, so it reserves 
him to the judgment that is to come.” The same is affirmed 
by S. Hilary', S. Macarius*, and divers others: they speak but 
of two states after death, of the just and the unjust: these are 
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placed in horrible regions, reserved to the judgment of the great 
day; the other have their souls carried by choirs of angels into 
places of rest. S. Gregory Nazianzen! expressly affirms, that 
“after this life there is no purgation:” “for after Christ’s 
ascension into heaven, the souls of all saints are with Christ,” 
saith Gennadius, “and going from the body, they go to Christ, 
expecting the resurrection of their body, with it to pass into the 
perfection of perpetual bliss ;” and this he delivers as the doc- 
trine of the catholic church™: “ In what place soever a man is 
taken at his death, of light or darkness, of wickedness or virtue, 
ev éxeivo péver TO BaOue cal rdéet, in the same order, and in the 
same degree; either in light with the just, and with Christ the 
great King, or in darkness with the unjust, and with the prince 
of darkness,” said Olympiodorus. And lastly, we recite the 
words of S. Leo", one of the popes of Rome, speaking of the 
penitents who had not performed all their penances: “ But if 
any one of them for whom we pray unto the Lord, being inter- 
rupted by any obstacles, falls from the gift of the present indul- 
gence” (viz. of ecclesiastical absolution), “and before he arrive 
at the appointed remedies” (that is, before he hath performed 
his penances or satisfactions), “ends his temporal life, that 
which remaining in the body he hath not received, when he is 
divested of his body, he cannot obtain.” He knew not of the 
new devices of paying in purgatory what they paid not here, and 
of being cleansed there, who were not clean here: and how 
these words, or of any the precedent, are reconcilable with the 
Roman doctrines of purgatory, hath not yet entered into our 
imagination. 

To conclude this particular; we complain greatly, that this 
doctrine, which in all the parts of it is uncertain, and in the late 
additions to it in Rome is certainly false, is yet with all the 
faults of it passed into an article of faith by the council of Trent. 
But besides what hath been said, it will be more than sufficient 
to oppose against it these clearest words of scripture, Blessed are 
the dead which die in the Lord, from henceforth: even so, saith the 
Spirit, that they may rest from their labours®. If all the dead 
that die in Christ be at rest, and are in no more affliction or 
labours, then the doctrine of the horrible pains of purgatory is 
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as false as it is uncomfortable. To these words we add the say- 
ing of Christ, and we rely upon it; He that heareth my word, 
and believeth on him that sent me, hath eternal life, and cometh not 
into judgment, but passeth from death unto lifer. If so, then not 
into the judgment of purgatory: if the servant of Christ pass- 
eth from death to life, then not from death to the terminable 
pains of a part of hell. They that have eternal life suffer no 
intermedial punishment, judgment, or condemnation after death ; 
for death and life are the whole progression, according to the 
doctrine of Christ: and Him we choose to follow. 


SECTION V 


Transubstantiation a novelty. Their doctors confess it is not neces- 
sarily proved from scripture. A disputable question in the ninth 
and tenth ages: made first an article of faith, 1215, in the Late- 
ran council. P. Lombard, a little before, doubted of a substantial 
change. Durandus afterward maintained, that the matter of bread 
after consecration might remain without absurdity. What Beren- 
garius owned in his recantation, is now renounced. Plain testi- 
monies of the Fathers against it. Horrid questions it has occa- 
sioned. It implies many contradictions. 


Tue doctrine of transubstantiation is so far from being primi- 
tive and apostolic, that we know the very time it began to be 
owned publicly for an opinion, and the very council in which it 
was said to be passed into a public doctrine, and by what arts it 
was promoted, and by what persons it was introduced. 

For all the world knows that by their own parties, by Sco- 
tus4, Ocham', Biels, Fisher bishop of Rochestert, and divers 
others, whom Bellarmine" calls most learned and most acute 
men, it was declared, that the doctrine of transubstantiation 
is not expressed in the canon of the Bible; that in the scrip- 
tures there is no place so express as (without the church’s de- 
claration) to compel us to admit of transubstantiation, and there- 
fore at least it is to be suspected of novelty. But further, we 
know it was but a disputable question in the ninth and tenth 
ages after Christ ; that it was not pretended to be an article of 
faith till the Lateran council in the time of pope Innocent 
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the Third, 1200 years and more after Christ; that since that 
pretended determination *, divers of the chiefest teachers of their 
own side have been no more satisfied of the ground of it than 
they were before, but still have publicly affirmed that the article 
is not expressed in scripture ; particularly Johannes de Bassolis, 
cardinal Cajetany, and Melchior Canus?’, besides those above 
reckoned : and therefore, if it was not expressed in scripture, 
it will be too clear that they made their articles of their own 
heads, for they could not declare it to be there if it was not; 
and if it was there but obscurely, then it ought to be taught 
accordingly : and at most, it could be but a probable doctrine, 
and not certain as an article of faith. But that we may put it 
past argument and probability, it is certain, that as the doctrine 
was not taught in scripture expressly, so it was not at all taught 
as a catholic doctrine, or an article of the faith, by the primitive 
ages of the church. 

Now for this, we need no proof but the confession and ac- 
knowledgment of the greatest doctors of the church of Rome. 
Scotus says, that before the Lateran council, transubstantiation 
was not an article of faith, as Bellarmine* confesses ; and Henri- 
quez affirms, that Scotus says it was not ancient ; insomuch 
that Bellarmine accuses him of ignorance, saying, he talked at 
that rate, because he had not read the Roman council under 
pope Gregory VII, nor that consent of Fathers which (to so 
little purpose) he had heaped together’. Rem transubstanti- 
ationis patres ne attigisse quidem, said some of the English Jesuits 
in prison: the Fathers have not so much as touched or meddled 
with the matter of transubstantiation ; and in Peter Lombard’s 
time it was so far from being an article of faith, or a catholic 
doctrine, that they did not know whether it were true or no: 
and after he had collected the sentences of the Fathers in that 
article, he confessed he could not tell whether there was any 
substantial change or no. His words are these*: “If it be in- 
quired what kind of conversion it is, whether it be formal or 
substantial, or of another kind? I am not able to define it: only 
I know that it is not formal, because the same accidents remain, 
the same colour and taste. To some it seems to be substantial, 
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saying, that so the substance is changed into the substance, that 
it is done essentially To which the former authorities seem 
to consent. But to this sentence others oppose these things, 
If the substance of bread and wine be substantially converted 
into the body and blood of Christ, then every day some sub- 
stance is made the body or blood of Christ, which before was 
not the body; and to-day something is Christ’s body, which 
yesterday was not; and every day Christ’s body is increased, 
and is made of such matter of which it was not made in the 
conception.” These are his words, which we have remarked, 
not only for the argument’s sake, (though it be unanswerable,) 
but to give a plain demonstration that in his time this doctrine 
was new, not the doctrine of the church: and this was written 
but about fifty4 years before it was said to be decreed in the 
Lateran¢ council; and therefore it made haste, in so short time, 
to pass from a disputable opinion to an article of faith. But 
even after the council, Durandusf, as good a catholic and as 
famous a doctor as any was in the church of Rome, publicly 
maintained, that even after consecration, the very matter of 
bread remained; and although he says, that, by reason of the 
authority of the church, it is not to be held, yet it is not only 
possible it should be so, but it implies no contradiction that it 
should be Christ’s body, and yet the matter of bread remain ; 
and if this might be admitted, it would salve many difficulties 
which arise from saying that the substance of bread does not 
remain. But here his reason was overcome by authority, and 
he durst not affirm that of which alone he was able to give (as 
he thought) a reasonable account. But by this it appears, that 
the opinion was but then in the forge, and by all their under- 
standing they could never accord it; but still the questions were 
uncertain, according to that old distich, 


Corpore de Christi lis est, de sanguine lis est, 
Deque modo lis est, non habitura modum. 


And the opinion was not determined in the Lateran, as it is 
now held at Rome; but it is also plain that it is a stranger to 
antiquity. De transubstantiatione panis in corpus Christi rara est in 
antiquis scriptoribus mentio, said Alphonsus a Castros: “ There 
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is seldom mention made in the ancient writers of transubstan- 
tiating the bread into Christ’s body.” We know the modesty 
and interest of the man; he would not have said it had been 
seldom, if he could have found it in any reasonable degree war- 
ranted; he might have said, and justified it, “there was no 
mention at all of this article” in the primitive church: and 
that it was a mere stranger to antiquity, will not be denied by 
any sober person, who considers that it was with so much un- 
easiness entertained, even in the corruptest and most degener- 
ous times, and argued and unsettled almost 1300 years after 
Christ. 
And that it was so, will but too evidently appear by that 
stating and resolution of this question which we find in the 
canon law. For Berengarius was by P Nicolas commanded to 
recant his error in these words), and to affirm, Verum corpus et 
sanguinem Domini nostri Jesu Christi sensualiter, non solum in 
sacramento, sed in veritate, manibus sacerdotum tractart, frangi et 
Jidelium dentibus atteri: “That the true body and blood of our 
Lord Jesus Christ sensually, not only in sacrament, but in truth, 
is handled by the priest’s hands, and broken and grinded by the 
teeth of the faithful.” Now although this was publicly read at 
Rome before an hundred and fourteen bishops, and by the pope 
sent up and down the churches of Italy, France, and Germany, 
yet at this day it is renounced by the church of Rome; and, 
“unless it be well expounded,” (says the gloss,) “will lead into 
a heresy, greater than what Berengarius was commanded to 
renounce;” and no interpretation can make it tolerable, but 
such an one as is in another place of the canon law, statuimus, 
i. e. abrogamus; nothing but a plain denying it in the sense of 
pope Nicolas. But however this may be, it is plain they under- 
stood it not, as it is now decreed. But as it happened to the 
Pelagians in the beginning of their heresy, they spake rudely, 
ignorantly, and easily to be reproved; but being ashamed and 
disputed into a more sober understanding of their hypothesis, 
spake more warily, but yet differently from what they said at 
first : so 1t was and is in this question; at first they understood 
it not; it was too unreasonable in any tolerable sense to make 
any thing of it; but experience and necessity hath brought it 
to what it is. 
But that this doctrine was not the doctrine of the first and 
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best ages of the church, these following testimonies do make 
evident. The words of Tertullian are these': “‘ The bread being 
taken and distributed to his disciples, Christ made it his body, 
saying, this is my body, That is, the figure of my body.” 

The same is affirmed by Justin Martyr*. The bread of the 
eucharist was “a figure which Christ the Lord commanded to 
do in remembrance of his passion.” Origen! calls the bread 
and the chalice “the images of the body and blood of Christ :” 
and again, “that bread, which is sanctified by the word of God, 
so far as belongs to the matter (or substance) of it, goes into 
the belly, and is cast away in the secession” or separation ; 
which to affirm of the natural or glorified body of Christ, were 
greatly blasphemous: and therefore the body of Christ, which 
the communicants receive, is not the body in a natural sense, 
but in a spiritual, which is not capable of any such accident as 
the elements are. 

Eusebius says™, that “Christ gave to his disciples the sym- 
bols of Divine economy, commanding the image and type of his 
own body to be made :” and "that “the apostle received a com- 
mand, according to the constitution of the New Testament, to 
make a memory of this sacrifice upon the table by the symbols 
of his body and healthful blood.” 

S. Macarius says°, that “in the church is offered bread and 
wine, the antitype of his flesh and of his blood; and they that 
partake of the bread that appears, do spiritually eat the flesh of 
Christ.”” By which words the sense of the above-cited Fathers 
is explicated. For when they affirm, that in this sacrament is 
offered the figure, the image, the antitype of Christ’s body and 
blood, although they speak perfectly against transubstantiation, 
yet they do not deny the real and spiritual presence of Christ’s 
body and blood; which we all believe as certainly, as that it 
is not transubstantiated or present in a natural and carnal 
manner. 

The same thing is also fully explicated by the good S. Eph- 
remP; “The body of Christ received by the faithful departs not 
from his sensible substance, and is undivided from a spiritual 
grace. For even baptism being wholly made spiritual, and 
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being that which is the same, and proper, of the sensible sub- 


stance, I mean of water, saves, and that which is born doth not 
perish.” 

S. Gregory Nazianzen spake so expressly ; 
as if he had undertaken on purpose to confute the article of 
Trent. “ Now we shall be partakers of the paschal supper, but 
still in figure, though more clear than in the old law. For the 
legal passover (I will not be afraid to speak it) was a more 
obseure figure of a figure.” 

S. Chrysostom affirms dogmaticallya, that “before the bread 
is sanctified, we name it bread; but the Divine grace sanctify- 
ing it by the means of the priest, it is freed from the name of 
bread, but it is esteemed worthy to be called the Lord’s body, 
although the nature of bread remains in it.” And again": “As 
thou eatest the body of the Lord, so they (the faithful in the 
Old Testament) did eat manna; as thou drinkest blood, so they 
the water of the rock. For though the things which are made 
be sensible, yet they are given spiritually ; not according to the 
consequence of nature, but according to the grace of a gift; and 
with the body they also nourish the soul, leading unto faith.” 

To these, very many more might be added; but instead of 
them, the words of S. Austin may suffice, as being an evident 
conviction what was the doctrine of the primitive church in this 
question. This great doctor brings in Christ thus speaking as 
to his desciples: “*You are not to eat this body which you see, 
or to drink that blood which my crucifiers shall pour forth. 
I have commended to you a sacrament, which being spiritually 
understood shall quicken you.” And againt: “Christ brought 
them to a banquet, in which he commended to his disciples the 
figure of his body and blood—For he did not doubt to say, 
This is my body, when he gave the sign of his body.” And, 
“« That which by all men is called a sacrifice, is the sign of the 
true sacrifice, in which the flesh of Christ, after his assumption, 
is celebrated by the sacrament of remembrances.” 

But in this particular the Canon Law itself and the Master 
of the Sentences W are the best witnesses; in both which collec- 
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tions there are divers testimonies brought, especially from 
S. Ambrose and S. Austin, which whosoever can reconcile with 
the doctrine of transubstantiation, may easily put the hyena 
and a dog, a pigeon and a kite, into couples, and make fire and 
water enter into natural and eternal friendships. 

Theodoret and pope Gelasius speak more emphatically, even 
to the nature of things, and the very philosophy of this ques- 
tion. “Christ honoured the symbols and the signs,” saith 
Theodoret *, “which are seen, with the title of his body and 
blood; not changing the nature, but to nature adding grace. 
yFor neither do the mystical signs recede from their nature ; 
for they abide in their proper substance, figure, and form, and 
may be seen and touched,” &c. And for a testimony that shall 
be esteemed infallible, we allege the words of pope Gelasius 7: 
“Truly the sacraments of the body and blood of Christ, which 
we receive, are a divine thing; for that by them we are made 
partakers of the divine nature; and yet it ceases not to be the 
substance or nature of bread and wine. -And truly an image 
and similitude of the body and blood of Christ are celebrated 
in the action of the mysteries.” 

Now from these premises we are not desirous to infer any 
odious consequences in reproof of the Roman church, but we 
think it our duty to give our own people caution and admoni- 
tion; 1. That they be not abused by the rhetorical words and 
high expressions alleged out of the Fathers, calling the sacra- 
ment the body or the flesh of Christ. For we all believe it is so, 
and rejoice in it. But the question is, after what manner it is 
so; whether after the manner of the flesh, or after the manner 
of spiritual grace, and sacramental consequence? We, with the 
holy scriptures and the primitive Fathers, affirm the latter. 
The church of Rome, against the words of scripture, and the 
explication of Christ*, and the doctrine of the primitive church, 
affirm the former. 2. That they be careful not to admit such 
doctrines, under a pretence of being ancient; since, although 
the Roman error hath been too long admitted, and is ancient in 
respect of our days, yet it is an innovation in Christianity, and 
brought in by ignorance, power, and superstition, very many 
ages after Christ. 3. We exhort them that they remember the 
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words of Christ, when he explicates the doctrine of bgiving us 
his flesh for meat, and his blood for drink, that he tells us, the 
flesh profiteth nothing ; but the words which he speaks are sport, 
and they are life. . 

4. That if those ancient and primitive doctors above cited 
say true, and that the symbols still remain the same in their 
natural substance and properties, even after they are blessed, 
and when they are received, and that Christ’s body and blood 
are only present to faith and to the spirit, that then whoever 
tempts them to give divine honour to these symbols or elements, 
(as the church of Rome does,) tempts them to give to a creature 
the due and incommunicable propriety of God; and that then 
this evil passes further than an error in the understanding, for 
it carries them to a dangerous practice, which cannot reason- 
ably be excused from the crime of idolatry. To conclude : 

This matter of itself is an error so prodigiously great and 
dangerous, that we need not tell of the horrid and blasphemous 
questions which are sometimes handled by them concerning this 
divine mystery. As, if a priest going by a baker’s shop, and 
saying with intention, Hoe est corpus mewm, whether all the 
baker’s bread be turned into the body of Christ? Whether a 
church mouse does eat her Maker? Whether a man by eating 
the consecrated symbols does break his fast? For if it be not 
bread and wine, he does not: and if it be Christ’s body and 
blood naturally and properly, it is not bread and wine. Whether 
it may be said, the priest is in some sense the creator of God 
himself? Whether his power be greater than the power of 
angels and archangels? For that it is so, is expressly affirmed 
by Cassenzeuse. Whether (as a Bohemian priest said) that “a 
priest before he say his first mass be the son of God, but after- 
ward he is the father of God, and the creator of his body?” But 
against this blasphemy a book was written by John Huss, about 
the time of the council of Constance. But these things are too 
bad, and therefore we love not to rake in so filthy channels, 
but give only a general warning to all our charges, to take heed 
of such persons, who from the proper consequences of their arti- 
cles grow too bold and extravagant; and of such doctrines, from 
whence these and many other evil propositions, éuiAdar xaxal, 
frequently do issue. As the tree is, such must be the fruit. 
But we hope it may be sufficient, 1. to say, that what the 
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church of Rome teaches of transubstantiation is absolutely im- 
possible, and implies contradictions very many, to the belief of 
which no faith can oblige us, and no reason can endure. For 
Christ’s body being in heaven, glorious, spiritual, and impassible, 
cannot be broken. And since by the Roman doctrine nothing 
is broken, but that which cannot be broken, that is, the colour, 
the taste, and other accidents of the elements; yet if they could 
be broken, since the accidents of bread and wine are not the 
substance of Christ's body and blood, it is certain that on the 
altar Christ’s body naturally and properly cannot be broken. 
2, And since they say that every consecrated wafer is Christ’s 
whole body, and yet this wafer is not that wafer, therefore either 
this or that is not Christ’s body, or else Christ hath two bodies 
for there are two wafers. 3. But when Christ instituted the 
Sacrament, and said, This is my body which is broken; because 
at that time Christ’s body was not broken naturally and pro- 
perly, the very words of institution do force us to understand 
the sacrament in a sense not natural, but spiritual; that is, 
truly sacramental. 4. And all this is besides the plain demon- 
strations of sense, which tells us it is bread and it is wine natu- 
rally as much after as before consecration. 5. And, after all, 
the natural sense is such as our blessed Saviour reproved in the 
men of Capernaum, and called them to a spiritual understand- 
ing; the natural sense being not only unreasonable and impos- 
sible, but also to no purpose of the spirit, or any ways perfective 
of the soul; as hath been clearly demonstrated by many learned 
men against the fond hypothesis of the church of Rome in this 
article. 


SECTION VI. 


Half communion, though confessed to be otherwise in Christ's institu- 
tion and primitive practice, required upon pain of excommunication. 
The question now is not so much whether it be a new, as a better 
practice, than what Christ instituted. Council of Constance, Cassan- 
der, Aquinas, &c. acknowledge the novelty. Pope Gelasius calls it 
sacrilege. Greek church communicates the people in the chalice. 


Ovr next instance of the novelty of the Roman religion in 
their articles of division from us, is that of the half communion. 
For they deprive the people of the chalice, and dismember the 
institution of Christ, and prevaricate his express law in this 
particular, and recede from the practice of the apostles; and 
though they confess it was the practice of the primitive church, 
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yet they lay it aside, and curse all them that say they do amniss 
in it; that is, they curse them who follow Christ, and his apo- 
stles, and his church, while themselves deny to follow them. 

Now for this we need no other testimony but their own words 
in the council of Constance: ‘“¢Whereas in certain parts of the 
world some temerariously presume to affirm, that the Christian 
people ought to receive the sacrament of the eucharist under 
both kinds of bread and wine, and do every where communicate 
the laity not only in bread, but in wine also—” Hence it is that 
the council decrees and defines against this error, “‘ that although 
Christ instituted after supper, and administered this venerable 
sacrament under both kinds of ‘bread and wine, yet this not- 
withstanding—And although in the primitive church this sa- 
crament was received of the faithful under both kinds—.” Here 
is the acknowledgment both of Christ’s institution in both kinds, 
and Christ’s ministering it in both kinds, and the practice of the 
primitive church to give it in both kinds; yet the conclusion from 
these premises is, “ We command, under the pain of excommu- 
nication, that no priest communicate the people under both kinds 
of bread and wine.” The opposition is plain : Christ’s testament 
ordains it; the church of Rome forbids it: it was the primitive 
custom to obey Christ in this; a later custom is by the church 
of Rome introduced to the contrary. To say that the first 
practice and institution is necessary to be followed, is called 
heretical: to refuse the later subintroduced custom incurs the 
sentence of excommunication: and this they have passed not 
only into a law. but into an article of faith; and if this be not 
teaching for doctrines the commandments of men, and worshipping 
God in vain with men’s traditions, then there is, and there was, 
and there can be no such thing in the world. 

So that now the question is not, whether this doctrine and prac- 
tice be an innovation, but whether it be not better it should be so 2 
Whether it be not better to drink new wine than old? Whether 
it be not better to obey man than Christ, who is God Blessed 
for ever? Whether a late custom be not to be preferred before 
the ancient? A custom dissonant from the institution of Christ, 
before that which is wholly consonant to what Christ did and 
taught? This is such a bold affirmative of the church of Rome, 
that nothing can suffice to rescue us from an amazement in the 
consideration of it: especially since, although the institution 
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itself, being the only warranty and authority for what we do, is 
of itself our rule and precept; (according to that of the lawyer, 
Institutiones sunt preceptiones quibus instituuntur et docentur 
homines4,) yet besides this, Christ added preceptive words, Drink 
ye all of this®: he spake it to all that received, who then also 
represented all them who for ever after were to remember 
Christ’s death. 

But concerning the doctrine of antiquity in this point, although 
the council of Constance confess the question, yet since that time 
they have taken on them a new confidence, and affirm that the 
half communion was always more or less the practice of the most 
ancient times. We therefore think it fit to produce testimonies 
concurrent with the saying of the council of Constance, such as 
are irrefragable, and of persons beyond exception. Cassander 
affirms, “that in the Latin church, for above a thousand years, 
the body of Christ and the blood of Christ were separately given, 
the body apart, and the blood apart, after the consecration of the 
mysteries.” So Aquinas also affirmss ; “According to the ancient 
custom of the church, all men, as they communicated in the 
body, so they communicated in the blood; which also to this 
day is kept in some churches.” And therefore Paschasius Rath- 
bertus resolves it dogmatically», “that neither the flesh without 
the blood, nor the blood without the flesh, is rightly communi- 
cated ; because the apostles all of them did drink of the chalice.” 
And Salmeron', being forced by the evidence of the thing, inge- 
nuously and openly confesses, that “ it was a general custom to 
communicate the laity under both kinds.” 

It was so, and it was more: there was anciently a law for it*; 
Aut integra Sacramenta percipiant, aut ab integris arceantur, said 
pope Gelasius: “ Either all or none; let them receive in both 
kinds, or in neither :” and he gives this reason; Quia divisio 
unius et ejusdem mysterii sine grandi sacrilegio non potest pervenire. 
“The mystery is but one and the same, and therefore it cannot 
be divided without great sacrilege.” The reason concludes as 
much of the receiver as the consecrator, and speaks of all inde- 
finitely. 

Thus it is acknowledged to have been in the Latin church!, 
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and thus we see it ought to have been: and for the Greek church 


there is no question ; for even to this day they communicate the 
people in the chalice. But this case is so plain, and there are 
such clear testimonies out of the Fathers recorded in their own 
Canon Law, that nothing can obscure it but to use too many 
words about it. We therefore do exhort our people to take care 
that they suffer not themselves to be robbed of their portion of 
Christ, as he is pleased sacramentally and graciously to commu- 


nicate himself unto us. 


SECTION VIL. 


Public prayers in an unknown tongue, the Roman practice. As easy 
to reconcile adultery to the seventh commandment, as this practice 
to the fourteenth chapter of the first to the Corinthians. Testimo- 
nies of the Fathers against it. That such service does not edify. 
A dumb priest may serve as well for them that understand not, as 
he that speaks aloud; for the first can do all the signs and ceremo- 
nies, and the other does no more to them. The words both of civil 
and canon law against it. Heathen priests and heretics, Turks and 
Jews, agree with the Roman practice. 


As the church of Rome does great injury to Christendom, in 
taking from the people what Christ gave them in the matter of 
the sacrament; so she also deprives them of very much of the 
benefit which they might receive by their holy prayers, if they 
were suffered to pray in public in a language they understand. 
But that is denied to the common people, to their very great 
prejudice and injury. 

Concerning which, although it is as possible to reconcile adul- 
tery with the seventh commandment, as service in a language not 
understood to the fourteenth chapter of the first Epistle to the 
Corinthians ; and that therefore if we can suppose that the apo- 
stolical age did follow the apostolical rule, it must be concluded 
that the practice of the church of Rome is contrary to the prac- 
tice of the primitive church ; yet besides this, we have thought 
fit to declare the plain sense and practice of the succeeding ages 
in a few testimonies, but so pregnant as not to be avoided. 

Origen affirms™, that “the Grecians in their prayers use 
Greek, and the Romans the Roman language, and so every 
one according to his tongue prayeth unto God, and praiseth 
him as he is able.” 8. Chrysostom, urging the precept of the 
apostle for prayers in a language understood by the hearer, 
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affirms that which is but reasonable, saying, “If a man speaks in 
the Persian tongue, and understands not what himself says, to 
himself he is a barbarian, and therefore so he is to him that un- 
derstands no more than he does.” And what profit can he re- 
ceive, who hears a sound and discerns it not? It were as good 
he were absent as present: for if he be the better to be there, 
because he sees what is done, and guesses at something in gene- 
ral, and consents to him that ministers"; it is true, this may be, 
but this therefore is so, because he understands something ; but 
he is only so far benefited as he understands, and therefore all 
that which is not understood does him no more benefit that is 
present, than to him that is absent, and consents to the prayers 
in general, and to what is done for all faithful people. But “ if 
indeed ye meet for the edification of the church, those things 
ought to be spoken which the hearers understand,” said S. Am- 
brose. And so it was in the primitive church: “ Blessings and 
all other things in the church were done in the vulgar tongue,” 
saith Lyra®; nay, not only the public prayers, but the whole 
Bible was anciently by many translations made fit for the peo- 
ple’s use. S. Hierom? affirms, that himself translated the Bible 
into the Dalmatian tongue; and Ulphilas‘, a bishop among the 
Goths, translated it into the Gothic tongue; and that it was 
translated into all languages, we are told by S. Chrysostom:, 
S. Austins, and Theodoret*. 

But although what twenty Fathers say can make a thing no 
more certain than if 8. Paul had alone said it yet both S. Paul 
and the Fathers are frequent to tell us, that a service or prayers 
in an unknown tongue do not edify: so S. Basil, S. Chrysostom *, 
S. Ambrose, and 8. Austin; and this is consented to by Aqui- 
nas*, Lyra, and Cassander*: and besides that these doctors 
affirm, that in the primitive church the priests and people joined 
in their prayers, and understood each other, and prayed in their 
mother-tongue, we find a story (how true it is, let them look to 
it, but it is) told by Aineas Sylvius4, who was afterwards Pope 
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and Metho- 


Pius I, that when Cyrillus bishop of the Moravians, ; 
ome, desired 


dius, had converted the Slavonians, Cyril, being at RB : 
leave to use the language of that nation in their divine offices : 
concerning which when they were disputing, a voice was heard, 
as if from heaven, “ Let every spirit praise the Lord, and every 
tongue confess unto him ;” upon which it was granted according 
to the bishop’s desire. But now they are not so kind at Rome; 
and although the Fathers at Trent confessed in their decree that 
the mass contains in it great matter of erudition and edification 
of the people, yet they did not think it fit that it should be said 
in the vulgar tongue: so that it is very good food, but it must 
be locked up; it is an excellent candle, but it must be put under 
a bushel. And now the question is, whether it be fit that the 
people pray so as to be edified by it; or is it better that they 
be at the prayers when they shall not be edified? Whether it be 
not as good to have a dumb priest to do mass, as one that hath a 
tongue to say it? For he that hath no tongue, and he that hath 
none to be understood, is alike insignificant to me. Quid prodest 
locutionum integritas quam non sequitur intellectus audientis ? cum 
loquendi nulla sit causa, si quod loquimur non intelligunt propter 
quos ut intelligant loquimur, said S. Austine: “* What does it 
avail that man speak all, if the hearers understand none? And 
there is no cause why a man should speak at all, if they, for 
whose understanding you do speak, understand it not.” God un- 
derstands the priest’s thoughts when he speaks not, as well as 
when he speaks; he hears the prayer of the heart, and sees the 
word of the mind; and a dumb priest can do all the ceremonies, 
and make the signs, and he that speaks aloud to them that un- 
derstand him not, does no more. Now since there is no use of 
vocal prayer in public, but that all together may signify their 
desires, and stir up one another, and join in the expression 
of them to God, by this device, a man who understands not 
what is said can only pray with his lips; for the heart cannot 
pray but by desiring, and it cannot desire what it understands 


not. So that in this case, prayer cannot be an act of the soul: 


there is neither affection nor understanding, notice or desire: 


the heart says nothing, and asks for nothing, and therefore re- 
ceives nothing. Solomon calls that the sacrifice of fools, when 
men consider not; and they who understand not what is 


said, cannot take it into consideration. But there needs no 
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more to be said in so plain a case. We end this with the 
words of the civil and canon law. Justinian the emperor made 
a law in these words; “We will and command, that all 
bishops and priests celebrate the sacred oblation, and the 
prayers thereunto added in holy baptism, not in a low voice, 
but with a loud and clear voice, which may be heard by the 
faithful people ;” that is, be understood, for so it follows, “ that 
thereby the minds of the hearers may be raised up with greater 
devotion to set forth the praises of the Lord God; for so the 
apostle teacheth in the first to the Corinthians” It is true, that 
this law was rased out of the Latin versions of Justinian. The 
fraud and design was too palpable, but it prevailed nothing ; for 
it is acknowledged by Cassander and Bellarmine, and is in the 
Greek copies of Holoander§. 

The canon law is also most express, from an authority of no 
less than a pope and a general council, as themselves esteem ; 
Innocent III, in the great council of Lateran, above MCC years 
after Christ, in these words’: “ Because in most parts within the 
same city and diocese, the people of divers tongues are mixed to- 
gether, having under one and the same faith divers ceremonies 
and rites, we straitly charge and command, that the bishops of 
such cities and dioceses provide men fit, who may celebrate 
Divine service according to the diversity of ceremonies and lan- 
guages, and administer the sacraments of the church, instruct- 
ing them both by word and by example.” 

Now if the words of the apostle, and the practice of the primi- 
tive church, the sayings of the Fathers, and the confessions of 
wise men amongst themselves ; if the consent of nations, and the 
piety of our forefathers ; if right reason, and the necessity of the 
thing; if the needs of the ignorant, and the very inseparable 
conditions of holy prayers; if the laws of princes, and the laws 
of the church, which do require all our prayers to be said by 
them that understand what they say; if all these cannot prevail 
with the church of Rome to do so much good to the people’s 
souls, as to consent they should understand what in particular 
they are to ask of God, certainly there is a great pertinacy of 
opinion, and but a little charity to those precious souls, for whom 
Christ died, and for whom they must give account. 

Indeed the old Toscan rites, and the soothsayings of the Sa- 
lian priests, Vix sacerdotibus suis intellecta, sed que mutari vetat 
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religio', were scarce understood by their priests themselves, 
but their religion forbad to change them. Thus anciently did 
the Osseni heretics, of whom Epiphanius tells, and the Hera- 
cleonitse, of whom S. Austin‘ gives account ; they taught to 
pray with obscure words; and some others in Clemens Alexan- 
drinus supposed, that words spoken in a barbarous or unknown 
tongue, duvarwrépas, are more powerful. The Jews also in their 
synagogues at this day read Hebrew, which the people but rarely 
understand; and the Turks in their mosques read Arabic, of 
which the people know nothing. But Christians never did so, 
till they of Rome resolved to refuse to do benefit to the souls 
of the people in this instance, or to bring them from intolerable 
ignorance. 


SECTION VIII. 


Worship of images. What they call “giving them due honour.” This 
worship first brought in by heretics. Opposed by the first Fathers. 
Epiphanius his zeal against it. Forbidden by the council of Eliberis. 
First decreed by the second council of Nice. Condemned by the 
synod of Frankford convened by Charles the Great, under whose 
name a book was published against that Nicene synod, and the 
worship of images. Against which the primitive Christians were so 
prejudiced, that they would not allow images to be made. 


Tue church of Rome hath to very bad purposes introduced 
and imposed upon Christendom the worship and veneration of 
images, kissing them, pulling off their hats, kneeling, falling 
down and praying before them, which they call, “ giving them 
due honour and veneration.” What external honour and vene- 
ration that is which they call “due,” is expressed by the in- 
stances now reckoned, which the council of Trent in their decree 
enumerate and establish. What the inward honour and worship 
is, which they intend to them, is intimated in the same decree. 
By the images they worship Christ and his saints; and therefore 
by these images they pass that honour to Christ and his saints 
which is their due: that is, as their doctors explain it, Jatria, or 
divine worship to God and Christ ; hyperdulia, or more than ser- 
vice, to the blessed Virgin Mary; and service, or dulia, to other 
canonized persons. So that upon the whole, the case is this. 
whatever worship they give to God, and Christ and his saints, 
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they give it first to the image, and from the image they pass it 
unto Christ and Christ’s servants. And therefore we need not 
to inquire what actions they suppose to be fit or due. For what- 
soever is due to God, to Christ or his saints, that worship they 
give to their respective images: all the same in external sem- 
blance and ministry; as appears in all their great churches, and 
public actions, and processions, and temples, and festivals, and 
endowments, and censings, and pilgrimages, and prayers, and 
vows made to them. 

Now besides that these things are so like idolatry, that they 
can no way be reasonably excused (of which we shall in the next 
chapter give some account!): besides that they are too like 
the religion of the heathens, and so plainly and frequently for- 
bidden in the Old Testament, and are so infinitely unlike the 
simple and wise, the natural and holy, the pure and the spiritual 
religion of the Gospel: besides that they are so infinite a scan- 
dal to the Jews and Turks, and reproach Christianity itself 
amongst all strangers that live in their communion, and ob- 
serve their rites: besides that they cannot pretend to be law- 
ful, but with the laborious artifices of many metaphysical notions 
and distinctions, which the people who most need them do least 
understand ; and that therefore the people worship them without 
these distinctions, and directly put confidence in them; and that 
it is impossible that ignorant persons, who in all Christian coun- 
tries make up the biggest number, should do otherwise, when 
otherwise they cannot understand it; and besides that the thing 
itself, with or without distinctions, is a superstitious and forbid- 
den, an unlawful and unnatural worship of God, who will not be 
worshipped by an image; we say, that besides all this, this 
whole doctrine and practice is an innovation in the Christian 
church, not practised, not endured in the primitive ages; but 
expressly condemned by them: and this is our present under- 
taking to evince. 

The first notice we find of images brought into Christian reli- 
gion was by Simon Magus: indeed that was very ancient, but 
very heretical and abominable: but that he brought some in to 
be worshipped, we find in Theodoret™ and S. Austin»; S. Ire- 
neus° tells, that the Gnostics or Carpocratians did make 
images, and said, that the form of Christ, as he was in the flesh, 
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was made by Pilate ; and these images they worshipped, as did 
the gentiles: these things they did; but against these things 
the Christians did zealously and piously declare : “ We have 
no image in the world,” said S. Clemens of Alexandria? : it is 
apparently forbidden to us to exercise that deceitful art : for it 
is written, Thou shalt not make any similitude of any thing in 
heaven above,’ &e. And Origen wrote a just treatise against 
Celsusa; in which he not only affirms, that Christians did not 
make or use images in religion, but that they ought not, and 
were by God forbidden to do so. To the same purpose also 
Lactantius discourses to the emperor, and confutes the pretences 
and little answers of the heathen in that manner, that he leaves 
no pretence for Christians under another cover, to introduce the 
like abomination. 

We are not ignorant, that those who were converted from 
gentilism, and those who loved to imitate the customs of the Ro- 
man princes and people, did soon introduce the historical use of 
images, and according to the manner of the world, did think it 
honourable to depict or make images of those whom they had in 
great esteem; and that this being done by an esteem, relying on 
religion, did by the weakness of men, and the importunity of the 
tempter, quickly pass into inconvenience and superstition ; yet 
even in the time of Julian the emperor, S. Cyril denies, that the 
Christians did give veneration and worship to the image, even of 
the cross itself, which was one of the earliest temptations ; and 
S. Epiphanius (it is a known story) tells, that when in the village 
of Bethel he saw a cloth picture, “as it were of Christ, or some 
saint in the church, against the authority of scripture™ ;” he cut 
it in pieces, and advised that some poor man should be buried in 
it; affirming that such “pictures are against religion, and un- 
worthy of the church of Christ.” The epistle was translated into 
Latin by 8. Hierom ; by which we may guess at his opinion in 
the question. 

The council of Eliberis is very ancient, and of great fame ; in 
which it is expressly forbidden, that what is worshipped should 
be depicted on the walls; and that therefore pictures ought not 
to be in churchess. S. Austin', complaining that he knew of 
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many in the church who were worshippers of pictures, calls them 
superstitious; and adds, that the church condemns such customs, 
and strives to correct them: and S. Gregory, writing to Serenus 
bishop of Massilia, says he would not have had him to break the 
pictures and images, which were there set for an historical use ; 
but commends him for prohibiting any one to worship them, and 
enjoins him still to forbid it. But superstition by degrees creeping 
in, the worship of images was decreed in the seventh synod, or 
the second Nicene. But the decrees of this synod being by pope 
Adrian sent to Charles the Great’, he convocated a synod of 
German and French bishops at Francford, who discussed the 
acts passed at Nice, and condemned them: and the acts of this 
synod, although they were diligently suppressed by the pope’s 
arts, yet Eginardus, Hincmarus, Aventinus, Blondus, Adon, Ay- 
monius and Regino, famous historians, tell us, that the bishops 
of Francford condemned the synod of Nice, and commanded it 
should not be called a general council, and published a book, 
under the name of the emperor, confuting that unchristian 
assembly ; and not long since, this book and the acts of Franc- 
ford were published by bishop Tillius; by which, not only the 
infinite fraud of the Roman doctors is discovered, but the wor- 
ship of images is declared against and condemned. 

A while after this, Ludovicus, the son of Charlemain, sent 
Claudius, a famous preacher, to Taurinum in Italy, where he 
preached against the worshipping of images, and wrote an ex- 
cellent book to that purpose. Against this book Jonas, bishop 
of Orleans, after the death of Ludovicus and Claudius, did 
write: in which he yet durst not assert the worship of them, 
but confuted it out of Origen; whose words he thus cites: 
“Images are neither to be esteemed by inward affection, nor 
worshipped with outward show:” and out of Lactantius these : 
‘‘ Nothing is to be worshipped that is seen with mortal eyes : 
let us adore, let us worship nothing but the name alone of our 
only Parent, who is to be sought for in the regions above, not 
here below.” And to the same purpose he also alleges excellent 
words out of Fulgentius and S. Hierom ; and though he would 
have images retained, and therefore was angry at Claudius, who 
caused them to be taken down, yet he himself expressly affirms 
that they ought not to be worshipped ; and withal adds, that 
though they kept the images in their churches for history and 
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ornament, yet that in France the worshipping of them was had 
in great detestation. And though it is not to be denied, but that 
in the sequel of Jonas his book" he does something prevaricate 
in this question, yet it is evident that in France this doctrine 
was not accounted catholic for almost nine hundred years after 
Christ ; and in Germany it was condemned for almost 1200 
years, as we find in Nicetas. 

We are not unskilled in the devices of the Roman writers, and 
with how much artifice they would excuse this whole matter, and 
palliate the crime imputed to them, and elude the scriptures ex- 
pressly condemning this superstition: but we know also, that 
the arts of sophistry are not the ways of salvation. And there- 
fore we exhort our people to follow the plain words of scripture, 
and the express law of God in the second commandment; and 
add also the exhortation of S. John,* Little children, keep your- 
selves from tdols. To conclude, it is impossible but that it must 
be confessed, that the worship of images was a thing unknown to 
the primitive church ; in the purest times of which, they would 
not allow the making of them, as (amongst divers others) 
appears in the writings of Clemens Alexandrinusy, Tertullian2, 
and Origen ?. 

SECTION IX. 


Picturing God the Father and the holy Trinity, a scandalous practice 
in the Roman church. It is against the doctrine and practice of the 
primitive church, and of the wiser heathens, who had no images 
or pictures of their gods. 


As an appendage to this, we greatly reprove the custom of the 
church of Rome, in picturing God the Father and the most holy 
and undivided Trinity ; which, besides that it ministers infinite 
scandal to all soberminded men, and gives the new Arians in 
Polonia, and Anti-Trinitarians, great and ridiculous entertain- 
ment, exposing that sacred mystery to derision and scandalous 
contempt; it is also (which at present we have undertaken par- 
ticularly to remark) against the doctrine and practice of the 
primitive catholic church. 

S. Clemens of Alexandria says>, that in the discipline of Moses 
God was not to be represented in the shape of a man, or of any 
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other thing: and that Christians understood themselves to be 
bound by the same law, we find it expressly taught by Origen ¢, 
Tertullian 4, Eusebiuse, Athanasiusf, S. Hierome, S. Austin}, 
Theodoret ', Damascen*, and the synod of Constantinople, as 
it is reported in the 6th action of the second Nicene council. 
And certainly if there were not a strange spirit of contradic- 
tion or superstition or deflexion from the Christian rule greatly 
prevailing in the church of Rome, it were impossible that this 
practice should be so countenanced by them, and defended so, 
to no purpose, with so much scandal, and against the natural 
reason of mankind, and the very law of nature itself: for 
the heathens were sufficiently, by the light of nature, taught 
to abominate all pictures or images of God. 
' Sed nulla effigies, simulacraque nulla Deorum : 
Majestate locum, et sacro implevere timore. 

They in their earliest ages had no pictures, no images of their 
gods; their temples were filled with majesty and a sacred fear: 
and the reason is given by Macrobius™: “ Antiquity made no 
image, (viz. of God,) because the supreme God, and the Mind 
that is born of him, (that is, his Son, the eternal Word,) as it is 
beyond the soul, so it is above nature; and therefore it is not 
lawful that figments should come thither.” 

Nicephorus Callistus, relating the heresy of the Armenians and 
Jacobites, says", they made images of the Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghost, guod perquam absurdum est. Nothing is more absurd than 
to make pictures or images of the Persons of the holy and ador- 
able Trinity. And yet they do this in the church of Rome. For 
i the windows of their churches, even in country villages, 
where the danger cannot be denied to be great, and the scandal 
insupportable; nay, in their books of devotion, in their very 
mass books and breviaries, in their portuises and manuals, they 
picture the holy Trinity with three noses and four eyes, and three 
faces in a knot, to the great dishonour of God and scandal of 
Christianity itself. We add no more, (for the case is too evi- 
dently bad,) but reprove the error with the words of their own 
Polydore Virgile: “Since the world began, never was any 
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thing more foolish than to picture God, who is present every 

where.” 

SECTION X. 

Setting up the pope as universal bishop, an innovation. Among the 
apostles (the first church-governors) no prerogative of one over the 
rest; a remarkable testimony of 5. Cyprian to prove it. Bishops suc- 
ceeded the apostles without superiority of one over another by 
Christ’s law. The pope has invaded their rights, and diminished 
their power many ways. Primitive fathers make every bishop to 
have a share of power, not from another bishop, but from Christ ; 
and are against one bishop’s judging and forcing another bishop to 
obedience. Popes opposed when they interposed their authority in 
the affairs of other churches. 


Tur last instance of innovations introduced in doctrine and 
practice by the church of Rome, that we shall represent, is that 
of the pope’s universal bishopric. That is, not only that he is 
bishop of bishops, superior to all and every one; but that his 
bishopric is a plenitude of power; and as for other bishops, 
of his fulness they all receive a part of the ministry and so- 
licitude ; and not only so, but that he only is a bishop by 
immediate Divine dispensation, and others receive from him 
whatsoever they have. For to this height many of them are 
come at last. Which doctrine, although as it is in sins, where 
the carnal are most full of reproach, but the spiritual are of 
greatest malignity, so it happens in this article. For though 
it be not so scandalous as their idolatry, so ridiculous as 
their superstitions, so unreasonable as their doctrine of tran- 
substantiation, so easily reproved as their half-communion, and 
service in an unknown tongue; yet it is of as dangerous ‘and 
evil effect, and as false, and as certainly an innovation, as any 
thing in their whole conjugation of errors. 

When Christ founded his church, he left it in the hands of his 
apostles, without any prerogative given to one, or eminency above 
the rest, save only of priority and orderly precedency, which of 
itself was natural, necessary, and incident. The apostles go- 
verned all; their authority was the sanction, and their decrees 
and writings were the laws of the church. They exercised a 
common jurisdiction, and divided it according to the needs and 
emergencies and circumstances of the church. In the council 
of Jerusalem, S. Peter gave not the decisive sentence, but 
S. James, who was the bishop of that see. Christ sent all his 
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apostles as his Father sent him; and therefore he gave to every 
one of them the whole power which he left behind : and to the 
bishops congregated at Miletum, S. Paul gave them caution to 
take care of the whole flock of God, and affirms to them all, that 
the Holy Ghost had made them bishops?: and in the whole New 
Testament there is no act or sign of superiority, or that one 
apostle exercised power over another ; but to them whom Christ 
sent, he in common intrusted the church of God; according to 
that excellent saying of S. Cypriana, “ The other apostles are the 
same that S. Peter was, endowed with an equal fellowship of 
honour and power: and they are all shepherds, and the flock is 
one ;” and therefore it ought to be fed by all the apostles with 
unanimous consent. 

This unity and identity of power without question and inter- 
ruption did continue and descend to bishops in the primitive 
church, in which it was a known doctrine that the bishops were 
successors of the apostles: and what was not in the beginning 
could not be in the descent, unless it were innovated and intro- 
duced by a new authority. Christ gave ordinary power to none 
but the apostles, and the power being to continue for ever in 
the church, it was to be succeeded to; and by thé same au- 
thority, even of Christ, it descended to them who were their 
successors, that is, to the bishops, as all antiquity does consent 
and teach: not S. Peter alone, but every apostle: and therefore 
every one who succeeds them in their ordinary power may and 
must remember the words of 8S. Paul; We are ambassadors or 
legates for Christ: Christ’s vicars, not the pope’s delegates: and 
so all the apostles are called in the preface of the mass; Quos 
operis tut vicarios eidem contulisti provesse pastores ; ‘They are 
pastors of the flock, and vicars of Christ ;” and so also they are 
in express terms called by S. Ambrose’; and therefore it is 
a strange usurpation, that the pope arrogates that to himself 
by impropriation, which is common to him with all the bishops 
of Christendom. 


The consequent of this is, that by the law of Christ one 


P Acts xx. 28. 
_4 Epist. de Unit. Ecclesiee ad Nova- 
tian. et habetur caus. 24. qu. i. 

v Trene. lib. 4. c. 43,44. S. Cyprian. 


lib. r. ep. 6. et lib. 2. ep. 10. et lib. 4. 


ep.9. 8. Ambros. de Dignit. Sacerd. 
c.1, 8. Aug. de Baptism. contra Donat. 


L. 7. c. 43. et ibid. Clarus & Muscula. 
Idem de Verb. Dom. Ser. 24. Con. Rom. 


sub Sylvest. Const. Apost. 1. 8. c. ult. 
Anacl. P. ep. 2. Clemens P. ep. 1. 5. 
Hieron. ep. 13. et ep. 54. Euthym. 
in Ps. 44. S. Gregor. in Evang. Hom. 
26. ad Heliodor. ep. 1. S. Chrysost. Ser. 
Damascen. de Imaginibus. Orat. 2. 8. 
Greg. Naz. Orat. 21. de Laud. Basilii. 

8 In Epist. 1. ad Corinth, cap. iii. et in 
Epist. ad Roman. c¢. i, 

E 


50 A Dissuasive from Popery. 


bishop is not superior to another: Christ gave the power to 
all alike; he made no head of the bishops; he gave to none 
a supremacy of power or universality of jurisdiction. But this 
the pope hath long challenged, and, to bring his purposes to 
pass, hath for these six hundred years by-gone invaded the 
rights of bishops, and delegated matters of order and juris- 
diction to monks and friars; insomuch that the power of 
bishops was greatly diminished at the erecting of the Cluniac 
and Cistercian monks about the year ML: but about the 
year MCC it was almost swallowed up by privileges granted 
to the begging friars, and there kept by the power of the 
pope: which power got one great step more above the bi- 
shops, when they got it declared that the pope is above a 
council of bishops: and at last it was turned into a new doc- 
trine by Cajetane, (who for his prosperous invention was made 
a cardinal,) that all the whole apostolic or episcopal power is 
radical and inherent in the pope, in whom is the fulness of the 
ecclesiastical authority; and that bishops receive their portion 
of it from him: and this was first boldly maintained in the 
council of Trent by the Jesuits: and it is now the opinion of 
their order: but it is also that which the pope challenges in 
practice, when he pretends to a power over all bishops, and that 
this power is derived to him from Christ ; when he calls himself 
the universal bishop, and the vicarial head of the church, the 
church’s monarch, he from whom all ecclesiastical authority is 
derived, to whose sentence in things divine every Christian, 
under pain of damnation, is bound to be subjectt. 

Now this is it which, as it is productive of infinite mischiefs, 
so it is an innovation, and an absolute deflexion from the pri- 
mitive catholic doctrine; and yet is the great groundwork and 
foundation of their church. This we shall represent in these fol- 
lowing testimonies. Pope Eleutherius¥, in an epistle to the 
bishops of France, says, that Christ committed the universal 
church to the bishops; and S. Ambrose says, that the bishop 
holdeth the place of Christ, and is his substitute’. But famous 
are the words of 8. Cyprian*; “The church of Christ is one 
through the whole world, divided by him into many members ; 
and the bishopric is but one, diffused in the agreeing plurality of 
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many bishops.” And again; “To every pastor a portion of the 
flock is given, which let every one of them rule and govern.” By 
which words it is evident that the primitive church understood 
no prelation of one and subordination of another, commanded by 
Christ, or by virtue of their ordination ; but only what was for 
order’s sake introduced by princes and consent of prelates. And 
it was to this purpose very full which was said by pope Symma- 
chusy; “As it is in the holy Trinity, whose power is one and un- 
divided, (or to use the expression in the Athanasian Creed, ‘none 
is before or after other, none is greater or less than another,’) so 
there is one bishopric amongst divers bishops, and therefore why 
should the canons of the ancient bishops be violated by their 
successors?” Now these words being spoken against the invasion 
of the rights of the church of Arles by Anastasius, and the ques- 
tion being in the exercise of jurisdiction, and about the institu- 
tion of bishops, does fully declare that the bishops of Rome had 
no superiority by the laws of Christ over any bishop in the ca- 
tholic church, and that his bishopric gave no more power to him, 
than Christ gave to the bishop of the smallest diocese. 

And therefore all the church of God, whenever they reckoned 
the several orders and degrees of ministry in the catholic church, 
reckon the bishop as the last and supreme, beyond whom there 
is no spiritual power but in Christ. For “as the whole hierarchy 
ends in Jesus, so does every particular one in its own bishop2.” 
Beyond the bishop there is no step, till you rest in the great 
Shepherd and Bishop of souls. Under him every bishop is su- 
preme in spirituals, and in all power which to any bishop is 
given by Christ. S. Ignatius? therefore exhorts that “ all should 
obey their bishop, and the bishop obey Christ, as Christ obeyed 
his Father.” There are no other intermedial degrees of Divine 
institution. But (as Origen teaches) “ the apostles, and they who 
after them are ordained by God, that is, the bishops, have the 
supreme place in the church, and the prophets have the second 
place.” The same also is taught by P. Gelasius», by S. Hieron‘, 
and Fulgentius‘, and indeed by all the Fathers who spake any 
thing in this matter : insomuch that when Bellarmine is in this 
question pressed out of the book of Nilus by the authority of the 
Fathers standing against him, he answers, Papam Patres non 
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habere in ecclesia, sed filios omnes; “ The pope acknowledges 
no Fathers in the church, for they are all his gons.” 

Now although we suppose this to be greatly sufficient to de- 
clare the doctrine of the primitive catholic church, concerning 
the equality of power in all bishops by Divine right ; yet the 
Fathers have also expressly declared themselves, that one bishop 
is not superior to another, and ought not to judge another, or 
force another to obedience. They are the words of S. Cyprian ° 
to a council of bishops: “ None of us makes himself a bishop of 
bishops, or by tyrannical power drives his colleagues to a neces- 
sity of obedience, since every bishop, according to the licence of 
his own liberty and power, hath his own choice, and cannot 
be judged by another, nor yet himself judge another; but let us 
all expect the judgment of our Lord Jesus Christ, who only and 
alone hath the power of setting us in the government of his 
church, and judging of what we do.” This was spoken and 
intended against pope Stephen, who did then begin dominari in 
elero, to lord it over God’s heritage, and to excommunicate his 
brethren, as Demetrius did in the time of the apostles themselves: 
but they both found their reprovers. Demetrius was chastised by 
S. John for this usurpation, and Stephen by S. Cyprian; and this 
also was approved by S. Austin’. We conclude this particular with 
the words of S. Gregory, bishop of Rome, who, because the patri- 
arch of Constantinople called himself universal bishop, said, “ It 
was a proud title, profane, sacrilegious, and antichristians:” and 
therefore he little thought that his successors in the same see 
should so fiercely challenge that antichristian title; much less 
did the then bishop of Rome in those ages challenge it as their 
own peculiar; for they had no mind to be, or to be esteemed, an- 
tichristian. Romano pontifict oblatum est, sed nullus unquam eorum 
hoc singularitatis nomen assumpsit. His predecessors (it seems) 
had been tempted with an offer of that title, but none of them 
ever assumed that name of singularity, as being against the law 
of the gospel and the canons of the church). 

Now this being a matter of which Christ spake not one word 
to S. Peter, if it be a matter of faith and salvation, as it is now 
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pretended, it is not imaginable he would have been so perfectly 
silent. But though he was silent of any intention to do this, yet 
S. Paul was not silent that Christ did otherwise; for he hath 
set in his church primum apostolos ; first of all, apostles ; not 
first S. Peter, and secondarily apostles; but all the apostles 
were first. It is also evident that S. Peter did not carry 
himself so as to give the least overture or umbrage to make 
any one suspect he had any such preeminence ; but he was 
(as S. Chrysostom: truly says) pera cows mévta molGy yvduns, 
he did all things with the common consent; otdev atvOertixas, 
ovde dpxikés, nothing by special authority or principality: and 
if he had any such, it is more than probable that the apo- 
stles who survived him had sueceeded him in it, rather than 
the bishop of Rome: and it being certain (as the bishop of 
Canaries confesses‘) that there is in scripture no revelation 
that the bishop of Rome should succeed Peter in it; and we 
being there told that S. Peter was at Antioch, but never that 
he was at Rome; it being confessed by some of their own 
parties!, by cardinal Cusanus, Soto, Driedo, Canus, and Sego- 
vius, that this succession was not addicted to any particular 
church, nor that Christ’s institution of this does any other 
way appear; that it cannot be proved that the bishop of 
Rome is prince of the church: it being also certain that there 
was no such thing known in the primitive church, but that 
the holy Fathers both of Africa and the east did oppose pope 
Victor and pope Stephen, when they began to interpose with 
a presumptive authority in the affairs of other churches; and 
that the bishops of the church did treat with the Roman bi- 
shop as with a brother, not as their superior: and that the 
general council held at Chalcedon did give to the bishops of 
Constantinople equal rights and preeminence with the bishops 
of Rome: and that the Greek churches are at this day, and 
have been a long time, great opponents of this pretension of 
the bishops of Rome: and after all this, since it is certain 
that Christ, who foreknows all things, did also know that there 
would be great disputes and challenges of this preeminence™, 
did indeed suppress it in his apostles, and said not it should 
be otherwise in succession, and did not give any command to 


i In Act. Apost. Hom. 3. dist. 24. q. 2. art. 5. De Eccl. Dog. 1. 4. 
k Canus loc. lib. 6. c. 8. p. 235. ed. c. 3. 
Salmant. 1563. m Luke xxii. 25. Matt. xx. 26,27. 


1 Concord. Cath. 1. 2. ¢. 34. Sent. 1 4. 


54 A Dissuasive from Popery. 


his church to obey the bishops of Rome as his vicars, more 
than what he commanded concerning all bishops; it must be 
certain that it cannot be necessary to salvation to do so, but 
that it is more than probable that he never intended any such 
thing, and that the bishops of Rome have, to the great pre- 
judice of Christendom, made a great schism, and usurped a 
title which is not their due, and challenged an authority to 
which they have no right; and have set themselves above 
others who are their equals, and impose an article of faith of their 
own contriving, and have made great preparation for anti- 
christ, if he ever get into that seat, or be in already; and 
made it necessary for all of the Roman communion to be- 
lieve and obey him in all things. 


SECTION XI. 


Other instances of new doctrines and practices in the Roman church. 
It is easier to shew where our religion was before Luther, than 
where theirs was before the council of Trent. Great and excellent 
persons have complained heavily of the corrupt state of that church, 
but without redress. The reformation preferred a new cure before 
an old sore. 


TurrE are very many more things in which the church of Rome 
hath greatly turned aside from the doctrines of scripture, and 
the practice of the catholic, apostolic, and primitive church. 

Such are these: The invocation of saints: the insufficiency 
of scriptures, without traditions of faith, unto salvation: their 
absolving sinners before they have by canonical penances and the 
fruits of a good life testified their repentance : their giving leave 
to simple presbyters, by papal dispensation, to give confirmation 
or chrism: selling masses for nine pences : circumgestation of the 
eucharist to be adored: the dangerous doctrine of the necessity 
of the priest’s intention in collating sacraments ; by which device 
they have put it into the power of the priest to damn whom he 
please of his own parish: their affirming that the mass is a pro- 
per and propitiatory sacrifice for the quick and the dead : private 
masses, or the Lord’s supper without communion; which is 
against the doctrine and practice of the ancient church of Rome 
itself, and contrary to the tradition of the apostles, if we may 
believe pope Calixtus, and is also forbidden under pain of ex- 
communication ; Peracta consecratione omnes communicent, qui no- 
luerint ecclesiasticis carere liminibus ; sic autem etiam apostolt 
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statuerunt, et sancta Romana tenet ecclesia™. ‘ When the conse- 
eration is finished, let all communicate that will not be thrust 
from the bounds of the church; for so the apostles appointed, 
and so the holy church of Rome does hold.” The same also was 
decreed by pope Soter and pope Martin in a council of bishops, 
and most severely enjoined by the canons of the apostles as they 
are cited in the canon law”. 

There are divers others ; but we suppose that those imnovations 
which we have already noted may be sufficient to verify this 
charge of novelty. But we have done this the rather, because 
the Roman emissaries endeavour to prevail amongst the igno- 
rant and prejudicate by boasting of antiquity, and calling their 
religion the old religion and the catholic: so insnaring others by 
ignorant words in which is no truth; their religion, as it distin- 
guishes from the religion of the church of England and Ireland, 
being neither the old nor the catholic religion; but new, and 
superinduced by arts, known to all who with sincerity and dili- 
gence have looked into their pretences. 

But they have taught every priest that can scarce understand 
his breviary. (of which in Ireland there are but too many,) and 
very many of the people, to ask where our religion was before 
Luther? Whereas it appears by the premises, that it is much 
more easy for us to shew our religion before Luther, than for them 
to shew theirs before Trent. And although they can shew too 
much practice of their religion in the degenerate ages of the 
church, yet we can and do clearly shew ours in the purest and 
first ages; and can and do draw lines pointing to the times and 
places where the several rooms and stories of their Babel was 
builded, and where polished, and where furnished. 

But when the keepers of the field slept, and the enemy had 
sown tares, and they had choked the wheat, and almost destroyed 
it: when the world complained of the infinite errors in the church, 
and, being oppressed by a violent power, durst not complain so 
much as they had cause: and when they who had cause to com- 
plain were yet themselves very much abused, and did not complain 
in all they might; when divers excellent persons, S. Bernard, 

m De Consec. Dist. 2. cap. Peracta. apostolorum et evangelia audiant. Qui 
Vide etiam ib. cap. In coena, et cap. Si autem non perseverant in oratione usque 
quis. dum missa peragatur, nec sanctam com- 

2 De Cons. Dist. 1. c. Omnes fid. munionem percipiunt, velut inquietudines 


Omnes fideles qui conveniunt in solenni- ecclesia commoventes convenit commu- 
tatibus sacris ad ecclesiam et scripturas nione privari. 
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Clemangis, Grosthead, Marsilius, Ocham, Alvarus, Abbat Joa- 
chim, Petrarch, Savanarola, Valla, Erasmus, Mantuan, Gerson, 
Ferus, Cassander, Andreas Fricius, Modrevius, Hermannus Colo- 
niensis, Wasseburgius, archdeacon of Verdun, Paulus Langius°, 
Staphilus, Telesphorus de Cusentia, doctor Talheymius, Francis 
Zabarel, the cardinal, and pope Adrian himself, with many others ; 
not to reckon Wiclef, Hus, Jerom of Prague, the Bohemians, and 
the poor men of Lions, whom they called heretics, and confuted 
with fire and sword: when almost all Christian princes did com- 
plain heavily of the corrupt state of the church and of religion, 
and no remedy could be had, but the very intended remedy made 
things much worse ; then it was that divers Christian kingdoms, 
and particularly the church of England, 

Tum primum genio docilis, tua secula Roma 

Erubuit, pudet exacti jam temporis, odit 

Preteritos foedis cum religionibus annos, 
being ashamed of the errors, superstitions, heresies, and impie- 
ties which had deturpated the face of the church, looked into the 
glass of scripture and pure antiquity, and washed away those 
stains with which time and inadvertency and tyranny had be- 
smeared her ; and being thus cleansed and washed, is accused by 
the Roman parties of novelty, and condemned because she refuses 
to run into the same excess of riot and deordination. But we 
cannot deserve blame who return to our ancient and first health, 
by preferring a new cure before an old sore. 


CHAPTER II. 


The church of Rome, as it is at this day disordered, teaches doc- 
trines, and uses practices, which are in themselves, or in their 
true and immediute consequences, direct impreties, and give war- 
ranty to a wicked life. 

SECTION I. 


Repentance according to the Romish doctors, not of obligation as soon 
as we sin, by God’s law, but only before we die. The church re- 
quiring it once a year at Easter, is satisfied with a ritual repentance. 
The objection answered, that this is not the doctrine of the church, 
but the opinion of some private doctors. Contrition with them not 
available without confession to a priest ; but attrition with it is. 
And one act of contrition will make all sure. 


© In Chron. Zilizensi. 
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Our first instance is in their doctrines of repentance. For the 
Roman doctors teach, that unless it be by accident, or in respect 
of some other obligation, a sinner is not bound presently to re- 
pent of his sin as soon as he hath committed it. Some time or 
other he must do it; and if he take care so to order his affairs 
that it be not wholly omitted, but so that it be done one time or 
other, he is not by the precept or grace of repentance bound to 
do more. Scotus and his scholars say that a sinner is bound, 
viz. by the precept of the church, to repent on holydays, espe- 
cially the great ones. But this is thought too severe by Soto and 
Medina, who teach that a sinner is bound to repent but once a 
year, that is, against Easter. These doctors indeed do differ 
concerning the church’s sense; which according to the best of 
them is bad enough; full as bad as it is stated in the charge ; 
but they agree in the worst part of it, viz. that though the church 
calls upon sinners to repent on holydays, or at Easter; yet that 
by the law of God they are not tied to so much, but only to re- 
pent in the danger or article of death. This is the express doc- 
trine taught in the church of Rome by their famous Navar@; and 
for this he quotes pope Adrian and cardinal Cajetan, and finally 
affirnis it to be the sense of allmen. The same also is taught by 
Reginaldus>, saying, “It is true, and the opinion of all men, 
that the time in which a sinner is bound by the commandment 
of God to be contrite for his sins, is the imminent article of 
natural or violent death.” 

We shall not need to aggravate this sad story by the addition 
of other words to the same purpose in a worse degree; such as 
those words are of the same Reginaldus: “ There is no precept 
that a sinner should not persevere in enmity against God. There 
is no negative precept forbidding such a perseverance.” These 
are the words of this man, but the proper and necessary conse- 
quent of that which they all teach, and to which they must con- 
sent. For since it is certain that he who hath sinned against 
God and his conscience is in a state of enmity, we say he therefore 
ought to repent presently, because until he hath repented he is 
an enemy to God. This they confess, but they suppose it con- 
cludes nothing; for though they consider and confess this, yet 
they, still saying a man is not bound by God’s law to repent till 
the article of death, do consequently say the same thing that 


@ Enchir. c. 1. n. 31. > Praxis fori Poenit. 1. 5. c. 2. sect. 4. n. 23. 
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Reginaldus does; and that a man is not bound to come out of 
that state of enmity till he be in those circumstances that it is 
very probable if he does not then come out, he must stay in it 
for ever. It is something worse than this yet that Sotus¢ says, 
“ Even to resolve to defer our repentance, and to refuse to repent 
for a certain time, is but a venial sin.” But Medina‘ says it is 
none at all. 

If it be replied to this, that though God hath left it to a 
sinner’s liberty to repent when he please, yet the church hath 
been more severe than God hath been, and ties a sinner to repent 
by collateral positive laws; for having bound every one to con- 
fess at, Easter, consequently she hath tied every one to repent at 
Easter, and so, by her laws, can lie in the sin without interrup- 
tion but twelve months or thereabouts; yet there is a secret in 
this, which nevertheless themselves have been pleased to discover 
for the ease of tender consciences, viz. that the church ordains 
but the means, the exterior solemnity of it, and is satisfied if you 
obey her laws by a ritual repentance; but the holiness and the 
inward repentance, which in charity we should have supposed to 
have been designed by the law of festivals, «non est id quod per 
preceptum de observatione festorum injungitur, is not that which 
is enjoined by the church in her law of holydays. So that still 
sinners are left to the liberty which they say God gave, even to 
satisfy ourselves with all the remaining pleasures of that sin for 
a little while, even during our short mortal life; only we must 
be sure to repent at last. 

We shall not trouble ourselves or our charges with confuting 
this impious doctrine. For it is evident that this gives coun- 
tenance and too much warranty to a wicked life, and that of 
itself is confutation enough, and is that which we intended to 
represent. 

If it be answered, that this is not the doctrine of their church, 
but of some private doctors; we must tell you, that if by the 
doctrine of their church they mean such things only as are de- 
creed in their councils, it is to be considered that but few things 
are determined in their councils, nothing but articles of belief, 
and the practice of sacraments relating to public order; and if 
they will not be reproved for any thing but what we prove to be 


© Dom. & Soto in quart. sent. dist.17. Cod. de Poeniten. t i 
qu. 2. art. 6. concl. secunda. ’ Salmantic. A.D. teas 6: Pe78, eal 
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false in the articles of their simple belief, they take a liberty to 
say and to do what they list, and to corrupt all the world by 
their rules of conscience. But that this is also the doctrine of 
their church, their own men tell us: communis omnium, it is the 
doctrine of all their men; so they affirm, as we have cited their 
own words above: who also undertake to tell us in what sense 
their church intends to tie sinners to actual repentance; not as 
soon as the sin is committed, but at certain seasons; and then 
also to no more of it than the external and ritual part. So that 
if their church be injuriously charged, themselves have done it, 
not we. And, besides all this, it is hard to suppose or expect 
that the innumerable cases of conscience, which a whole trade of 
lawyers and divines amongst them have made, can be entered 
into the records of councils and public decrees. In these cases 
we are to consider who teaches them. Their gravest doctors, in 
the face of the sun, under the intuition of authority in the pub- 
lic conduct of souls, in their allowed sermons, in their books 
licensed by a curious and inquisitive authority, not passing from 
them but by warranty from several hands intrusted to examine 
them, ne fides ecclesie aliquid detrimenti patiatur; that nothing 
be published but what is consonant to the eatholic faith. And 
therefore these things cannot be esteemed private opinions’ ; 
especially since if they be, yet they are the private opinions of 
them all, and that we understand to be public enough; and are 
so their doctrine, as what the Scribes and Pharisees taught 
their disciples, though the whole church of the Jews had not 
passed it into a law: so this is the Roman doctrine, though not 
the Roman law. Which difference we desire may be observed 
in many of the following instances, that this objection may no 
more interpose for an escape or an excuse. But we shall have 
occasion again to speak to it upon new particulars. 

But this, though it be infinitely intolerable, yet it is but the 
beginning of sorrows; for the guides of souls in the Roman 
church have prevaricated in all the parts of repentance, most 
sadly and dangerously. 

The next things therefore that we shall remark are their doc- 
trines concerning contrition ; which, when it is genuine and true 
—that is, a true cordial sorrow for having sinned against God, a 


f Non illico ut homo se reum sentit ecclesie satis videtur constabilita. Dom. & 
culpe poenitentiz lege poenitere constrin- Soto in quart. sent. dist.17. qu. 2. art. 6. 
gitur, Heec profecto conclusio more et usu 
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sorrow proceeding from the love of God and conversion to him, 
and ending in a dereliction of all our sins, and a walking in all 
righteousness—both the Psalms and the Prophets, the Old Tes- 
tament and the New, the Greek Fathers and the Latin, have 
allowed as sufficient for the pardon of our sins, through faith in 
Jesus Christ (as our writers have often proved in their sermons 
and books of conscience) ; yet, first, the church of Rome does 
not allow it to be of any value, unless it be joined with a desire 
to confess their sins to a priest ; saying, that a man by contrition 
is not reconciled to God, without their sacramental or ritual pen- 
ance, actual or votive; and this is decreed by the council of 
Trents: which thing besides that it is against scripture and the 
promises of the gospel, and not only teaches for doctrine the com- 
mandments of men, but evacuates the goodness of God by their 
traditions, and weakens and discourages the best repentance, 
and prefers repentance towards men, before that which the 
scripture calls repentance towards God, and faith in our Lord 
Jesus Christ. 

But the malignity of this doctrine, and its influence it hath on 
an evil life, appears in the other corresponding part of this doc- 
trine. For as contrition, without their ritual and sacramental 
confession, will not reconcile us to God; so attrition, (as they 
call it,) or contrition imperfect, proceeding from fear of damna- 
tion, together with their sacrament, will reconcile the sinner. 
Contrition without it, will not; attrition with it, will reconcile 
us; and therefore by this doctrine, which is expressly decreed at 
Trent, there is no necessity of contrition at all, and attrition is 
as good to all intents and purposes of pardon; and a little 
repentance will prevail as well as the greatest, the imperfect as 
well as the perfect. So Gulielmus de Rubeo! explains this doc- 
trine: “ He that confesses his sins, grieving but a little, obtains 
remission of his sins by the sacrament of penance ministered to 
him by the priest absolving him.” So that although God, work- 
ing contrition in a penitent, hath not done his work for him with- 
out the priest’s absolution, in desire at least ; yet if the priest do 
his part, he hath done the work for the penitent, though God had 
not wrought that excellent grace of contrition in the penitent. 

But for the contrition itself, it is a good word, but of no seve- 
rity or affrightment by the Roman doctrine: “One contrition, 
one act of it, though but little and remiss, can blot out any, even 
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the greatest sin,” (always understanding it in the sense of the 
church, that is, in the sacrament of penance,) saith cardinal 
Tolet'. “A certain little inward grief of mind is required to 
the perfection of repentance,” said Maldonatj. And to “contri- 
tion, a grief in general for all our sins is sufficient ; but it is not 
necessary to grieve for any one sin more than another,” said 
Franciscus de Victoria‘. The greatest sin and the smallest, as 
to this, are all alike; and as for the contrition itself, “any inten- 
tion or degree whatsoever, in any instant whatsoever, is sufficient 
to obtain mercy and remission,” said the same author. 

Now let this be added to the former, and the sequel is this; 
that if a man live a wicked life for threescore or fourscore years 
together, yet if in the article of his death, sooner than which God 
hath not commanded him to repent, he be a little sorrowful for 
his sins, then resolving for the present that he will do so no more ; 
and though this sorrow hath in it no love of God, but only a fear 
of hell, and a hope that God will pardon him; this, if the priest 
absolves him, does instantly pass him into a state of salvation. 
The priest, with two fingers and a thumb, can do his work for 
him; only he must be greatly disposed and prepared to receive 
it: greatly, we say, according to the sense of the Roman church ; 
for he must be attrite, or it were better if he were contrite; one 
act of grief, a little one, and that not for one sin more than 
another, and this at the end of a long wicked life, at the time of 
our death, will make all sure. 

Upon these terms it is a wonder that all wicked men in the 
world are not papists, where they may live so merrily, and die so 
securely, and are out of all danger, unless peradventure they die 
very suddenly, which because so very few do, the venture is esteem- 
ed nothing, and it is a thousand to one on the sinner’s side. 


SECTION II. 


Confession, as used in the Roman church, a trifling business, whereby 
few are frighted from sinning, but more made confident, and go on 
in sinning; confessing and sinning going in a round. Their rules 
and doctrines of confession enjoin some things that are dangerous, 
and lead into temptation. 


We know it will be said, that the Roman church enjoins con- 
fession, and imposes penances; and these are a great restraint 
i Lib. 3. Instruct. Sacerdot. c.5.n.4. intentio contra peccatum, in quocunque 
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to sinners, and gather up what was scattered before. The reply 


is easy, but it is very sad. For, d to it 
1. For confession : it is true, to them who are not used to It, 


as it is at the first time, and for that once, it is as troublesome 
as for a bashful man to speak orations in public : but where it 
is so perpetual and universal, and done by companies and crowds, 
ata solemn set time, and when it may be done to any one besides 
the parish priest, to a friar that begs, or to a monk in his dor- 
ture; done in the ear, it may be, to a person that hath done 
worse, and therefore hath no awe upon me, but what his order 
imprints, and his viciousness takes off ; when we see women and 
boys, princes and prelates, do the same every day: and as often- 
times they are never the better, so they are not at all ashamed ; 
but men look upon it as a certain cure, like pulling off a man’s 
clothes to go and wash in a river, and make it by use and habit, 
by confidence and custom, to be no certain pain, and the women 
blush or smile, weep or are unmoved, as it happens, under their 
veil, and the men under the boldness of their sex: when we see 
that men and women confess to-day and sin to-morrow, and are 
not affrighted from their sin the more for it, because they know 
the worst of it, and have felt it often, and believe to be eased by 
it; certain it is, that a little reason and a little observation will 
suffice to conclude, that this practice of confession hath in it no 
affrightment, not so much as the horror of the sin itself hath to 
the conscience. For they who commit sins confidently, will with 
less regret (it may be) confess it in this manner where it is the 
fashion for every one to do it. And when all the world observes 
how loosely the Italians, Spaniards, and French do live in their 
carnivals, giving to themselves all liberty and license to do the 
vilest things at that time, not only because they are for a while 
to take their leave of them, but because they are (as they sup- 
pose) to be so soon eased of their crimes by confession, and the 
circular and never-failing hand of the priest ; they will have no 
reason to admire the severity of confession, which as it was most 
certainly intended as a deletory of sin, and might do its first in- 
tention, if it were equally managed; so now certainly it gives 
confidence to many men to sin, and to most men to neglect the 
greater and more effective parts of essential repentance. 

We shall not need to observe how confession is made a min- 
ister of state, a picklock of secrets, a spy upon families, a searcher 
of inclinations, a betraying to temptations ; for this is wholly by 
the fault of the men, and not of the doctrine ; but even the doc- 
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trine itself, as it is handled in the church of Rome, is so far from 
bringing peace to troubled consciences, that it intromits more 
scruples and cases than it can resolve. 

For besides that itself is a question, and they have made it 
dangerous by pretending that it is by Divine right and institu- 
tion, (for so some of the schoolmen teach', and the canonists say 
the contrary™, and that it is only of human and positive consti- 
tution,) and by this difference in so great a point, have made the 
whole economy of their repentance, which relies upon the sup- 
posed necessity of confession, to fail, or to shake vehemently, and 
at the best to be a foundation too uncertain to build the hopes 
of salvation on it; besides all this, we say, their rules and doc- 
trines of confession enjoin some things that are of themselves 
dangerous, and lead into temptation. An instance of this is in 
that which is decreed in the canons of Trent", that the penitent 
must not only confess every mortal sin which after diligent 
inquiry he remembers, but even his very sinful thoughts in par- 
ticular, and his secret desires, and every circumstance which 
changes the kind of the sin, or (as some add) does notably increase 
it: and how this can be safely done, and who is sufficient for 
these things, and who can tell his circumstances without tempting 
his confessor, or betraying and defaming another person, (which 
is forbidden,) and in what cases it may be done, or in what cases 
omitted ; and whether the confession be valid upon infinite other 
considerations, and whether it be to be repeated in whole or in 
part, and how often, and how much? these things are so uncer- 
tain, casual, and contingent, and so many cases are multiplied 
upon every one of these, and these so disputed and argued by 
their greatest doctors, by Thomas, and Scotus, and all the 
Schoolmen, and by the Casuists, that, as Beatus Rhenanus com- 
plains, it was truly observed by the famous John Geilerius, that 
according to their cases, inquiries, and conclusions, it is impos- 
sible for any man to make a right confession. So that although 
the shame of private confession be very tolerable and easy, yet 
the cases and scruples which they have introduced are neither 


1 Vid. Biel. 1.4. dist.17. q.1. et Sco- avit ad illos traditionaliter. De poenit. 


tum ib. et Bonavent. ib. n. 72. 

m Melius dicitur eam institutam fuisse 
a quadam universali Ecclesie traditione, 
quam ex Novi vel Veteris Testamenti 
authoritate ; et tamen negatur heec tra- 
ditio esse universalis. Confessio non est 
necessaria apud Greecos, quia non eman- 
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easy nor tolerable; and though (as it is now used) there be but 


little in it, to restrain sin, yet there is very much danger of in- 
creasing it, and of receiving no benefit by 21. 


SECTION III. 


Penances in the Roman church very ineffectual: how they differ from 
the ancjent canonical ones. Indulgences will relieve him that thinks 
his enjoined penances too severe. What vast stores of pardons that 
church boasts of, and upon what easy terms granted. They serve 
themselves by them, but do not serve God. An account why so 
many thousand years of pardon need be granted. A holy life 
seems only necessary for him that has neither friends nor money. 


Burt then for penances and satisfactions, of which they boast 
so much, as being so great restraints to sin; these, as they are 
publicly handled, are nothing but words and ineffective sounds. 
For, first, if we consider what the penances themselves are which 
are enjoined; they are reduced from the ancient canonical pen- 
ances to private and arbitrary, from years to hours, from great 
severity to gentleness and flattery, from fasting and public shame 
to the saying over their beads, from cordial to ritual, from smart 
to money, from heartiness and earnest to pageantry and thea- 
trical images of penance; and if some confessors happen to be 
severe, there are ways enough to be eased. For the penitent 
may have leave to go to a gentler, or he may get commutations, 
or he may get somebody else® to do them for him: and if his 
penances be never so great, or never so little, yet may be all 
supplied by indulgences; of which there are such store in the 
Lateran at Rome, that, as pope Boniface said, “no man is able 
to number them ;” yet he confirmed them all. 

In the church of Sancta Maria de Popolo there are for every 
day in the year two thousand and eight hundred years of pardon, 
besides fourteen thousand and fourteen carentanes ; which in one 
year amount to more than a million: all which are confirmed by 
pope Paschal I. Boniface VIII. and Gregory IX. In the church 
of S. Vitus and Modestus there are for every day in the year 
seven thousand years and seven thousand carentanes of pardon, 
and a pardon of a third part of all our sins besides; and the 
price of all this is but praying before an altar in that church. 
At the sepulchre of Christ in Venice there is hung up a prayer 
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of S. Augustine, with an indulgence of fourscore and two thou- 
sand years, granted by Boniface the VITIth (who was of all the 
popes the most bountiful of the church’s treasure) and Benedict 
the XIth, to him that shall say it, and that for every day toties 
quoties. The divine pardon of Sica gave a plenary indulgence to 
every one that, being confessed and communicated, should pray 
there in the Franciscan church of Sancta Maria degli Angeli ; 
and this pardon is ad omni pana et culpa. The English of that 
we easily understand, but the meaning of it we do not, because 
they will not own that these indulgences do profit any one whose 
guilt is not taken away by the sacrament of penance. But this 
is not the only snare in which they have inextricably entangled 
themselves: but be it as they please for this; whatever it was, 
it was since enlarged by Sixtus IV and Sixtus V to all that shall 
wear S. Francis’s cord. The saying a few Pater nosters and Aves 
before a privileged altar can in innumerable places procure vast 
portions of this treasure; and to deliver a soul out of purgatory, 
whom they list, is promised to many upon easy terms, even to 
the saying of their beads over, with an appendant medal of the 
pope’s benediction. Every priest, at his third or fourth mass, is 
as sure (as may be) to deliver the souls of his parents: and a 
thousand more such stories as these are to be seen every where 
and every day. 

Once for all: there was a book printed at Paris by Francis 
Regnault, A. D. 1536, May 25, called “ The Hours of the most 
blessed Virgin Mary, according to the use of Sarum ;” in which, 
for the saying three short prayers written in Rome in a place 
called the Chapel of the holy Cross of Seven Romans, are pro- 
mised fourscore and ten thousand years of pardon of deadly sin. 
Now the meaning of these things is very plain. By these devices 
they serve themselves, and they do not serve God. They serve 
themselves by this doctrine: for they teachP, that what penance 
is ordinarily imposed does not take away all the punishment that 
is due; for they do not impose what was anciently enjoined by 
the penitential canons, but some little thing instead of it: and 
it may be, that what was anciently enjoined by the penitential 
canons is not so much as God will exact; (for they suppose that 
he will forgive nothing but the guilt and the eternity ; but he will 
exact all that can be demanded on this side hell, even to the last 
farthing he must be paid some way or other, even when the guilt 
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is taken away ;) but therefore, to prevent any failing that way, 
they have given indulgences enough to take off what was due by 
the old canons, and what may be due by the severity of God ; 
and if these fail, they may have recourse to the priests, and. they 
by their masses can make supply : so that their disciples are well, 
and the want of ancient discipline shall do them no hurt. 

But then how little they serve God’s end by treating the sin- 
ner so gently, will be very evident. For by this means they have 
found out a way, that though it may be God will be more severe 
than the old penitential canons, and although these canons were 
much more severe than men are now willing to suffer, yet neither 
for the one or the other shall they need to be troubled; they 
have found out an easier way to go to heaven than so. An in- 
dulgence will be no great charge, but that will take off all the 
supernumerary penances which ought to have been imposed by 
the ancient discipline of the church, and may be required by God. 
A little alms to a priest, a small oblation to a church, a pilgrim- 
age to the image or relics of a saint, wearing St. Francis’s cord, 
saying over the beads with an hallowed appendant, entering into 
a fraternity, praying at a privileged altar, leaving a legacy for a 
soul mass, visiting a privileged cemetery, and twenty other devices, 
will secure the sinner from suffering punishment here or here- 
after, more than his friendly priest is pleased gently to impose. 

To them that ask, what should any one need to get so many 
hundred thousand years of pardon, as are ready to be had upon 
very easy terms? they answer, as before, that whereas it may be 
for perjury the ancient canons enjoined penance all their life4; 
that will be supposed to be twenty or forty years, or suppose an 
hundred ; if the man have been perjured a thousand times, and 
committed adultery so often, and done innumerable other sins, 
for every one of which he deserves to suffer forty years’ penance, 
and how much more in the account of God he deserves, he knows 
not; if he be attrite and confessed, so that the guilt is taken 
away, yet as much temporal punishment remains due as is not 
paid here ; but the indulgences of the church will take off so much 
as it comes to, even of all that would be suffered in purgatory. 
Now it is true, that purgatory (at least as is believed) cannot 
last a hundred thousand years; but yet God may, by the acerbity 
of the flames, in twenty years equal the canonical penances of 
twenty thousand years: to prevent which, these indulgences of 
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so many thousand years are devised. A wise and thrifty inven- 
tion sure, and well contrived, and rightly applotted according to 
every man’s need, and according as they suspect his bill shall 
amount to. 

This strange invention, as strange as it is, will be owned, for 
this is the account of it which we find in Bellarmine’: and 
although Gerson and Dominicus 4 Soto are ashamed of these 
prodigious indulgences, and suppose that the pope’s queestuaries 
only did procure them, yet it must not be so disowned; truth 
is truth, and it is notoriously so; and therefore a reason must 
be found out for it, and this is it which we have accounted. 
But the use we make of it is this; that since they have de- 
clared that when sins are pardoned so easily, yet the punish- 
ment remains so very great, and that so much must be suffered 
here or in purgatory, it is strange that they should not only 
in effect pretend to shew more mercy than God does, or the 
primitive church did, but that they should directly lay aside 
the primitive discipline, and while they declaim against their 
adversaries for saying they are not necessary, yet at the same 
time they should devise tricks to take them quite away, so 
that neither penances shall much smart here, nor purgatory 
(which is a device to make men to be Mulatas, as the Span- 
iard calls half Christians; a device to make a man go to 
heaven and to hell too) shall not torment them hereafter. 
However it be, yet things are so ordered, that the noise of 
penances need not trouble the greatest criminal, unless he be 
so unfortunate as to live in no country and near no church, 
and without priest, or friend, or money, or notice of any thing 
that is so loudly talked of in Christendom. If he be, he hath 
no help but one; he must live a holy and a severe life, which 
is the only great calamity which they are commanded to suffer 
in the church of England: but if he be not, the case is plain, 
he may by these doctrines take his ease. 


SECTION IV 


The Roman doctors themselves know how to spoil the hopes from these 
large grants of indulgences, if any should fancy that purgatory would 
quickly be emptied, and no need to continue pensions for those that 
died many vears since. Though a plenary or full indulgence (one 
would think) should make all sure, yet no such matter; for there is 
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a more full and a most full indulgence. Other things that, they say, 

may evacuate indulgences, so that they lose their force : therefore 

they advise to employ the priest, and to multiply masses. Cardinal 

Albernotius his care, by his last will, to have fifty thousand masses 

said for his soul. 

We doubt not but they who understand the proper sequel 
of these things will not wonder that the church of Rome should 
have a numerous company of proselytes, made up of such as 
the beginnings of David’s army were. But that we may unde- 
ceive them also, for to their souls we intend charity and relief 
by this address, we have thought fit to add one consideration 
more, and that is, that it is not fit that they should trust to 
this, or any thing of this; not only because there is no foun- 
dation of truth in these new devices, but because even the 
Roman doctors themselves, when they are pinched with an 
objection, let their hold go, and, to escape, do in remarkable 
measures destroy their own new building. 

The case is this: to them who say, that if there were truth 
in these pretensions, then all these, and the many millions of 
indulgences more, and the many other ways of releasing souls 
out of purgatory, the innumerable masses said every day, the 
power of the keys so largely employed, would in a short time 
have emptied purgatory of all her sad inhabitants, or it may 
be very few would go thither, and they that unfortunately do 
cannot stay long; and consequently, besides that this great 
softness and easiness of procedure would give confidence to the 
greatest sinners, and the hopes of purgatory would destroy 
the fears of hell, and the certainty of doing well enough in 
an imperfect life would make men careless of the more excel- 
lent: besides these things, there will need no continuation of 
pensions to pray for persons dead many years ago: to them, I 
say, who talk to them at this rate, they have enough to answer. 

Deceive not yourselves, there are more things to be reckoned 
for than so. For when you have deserved great punishments 
for great sins, and the guilt is taken off by absolution, and 
(you suppose) the punishment by indulgences or the satisfac- 
tion of others; it may be so, and it may be not so. 

For, 1, it is according as your indulgence is. Suppose it 
for forty years, or it may be an hundred, or a thousand, (and 
that is a great matter,) yet peradventure, according to the 
old penitential rate, you have deserved the penance of forty 
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thousand years, or at least you may have done so by the more 
severe account of God: if the penance of forty years be taken 
off by your indulgence, it does as much of the work as was pro- 
mised or intended; but you can feel little ease, if still there re- 
mains due the penance of threescore thousand years. No man 
can tell the difference, when what remains shall be so great 
as to surmount all the evils of this life; and the abatement 
may be accounted by pen and ink, but will signify little in 
the perception: it is like the casting out of a devil out of a 
miserable demoniac, when there still remains fifty more as 
bad as he that went away; the man will hardly find how 
much he is advanced in his cure. 

But, 2, you have with much labour and some charge pur- 
chased to yourself so many quadragenes or lents of pardon ; 
that is, you have bought off the penances of so many times 
forty days. It is well; but were you well advised? it may be 
your guadragenes are not carenes, that is, are not a quitting the 
severest penances of fasting so long in bread and water: for there 
is great difference in the manner of keeping a penitential Lent, 
and it may be you have purchased but some lighter thing; and 
then if your demerit arise to so many carenes, and you purchased 
but mere guadragenes, without a minute and table of particulars, 
you may stay longer in purgatory than you expected. 

3. But therefore your best way is to get a plenary indulgence ; 
and that may be had on reasonable terms: but take heed you do 
not think yourself secure, for a plenary indulgence does not do 
all that it may be you require; for there is an indulgence more 
full, and another most fulls; and it is not agreed upon among the 
doctors whether a plenary indulgence is to be extended beyond 
the taking off those penances which were actually enjoined by the 
confessor, or how far they go further. And they that read Tur- 
recremata, Navar, Cordubensis, Fabius Incarnatus, Petrus de 
Soto, Armilla Aurea, Aquinas, Tolet, Cajetan, in their several 
accounts of indulgences, will soon perceive that all this is but a 
handful of smoke, when you hold it, you hold it not. 

4. But further yet; all indulgences are granted upon some in- 
ducement, and are not ex mero motu, or acts of mere grace with- 
out cause; and if the cause be not reasonable, they are invalid ; 
and whether the cause be sufficient, will be very hard to judge. 
And if there be for the indulgence, yet if there be not a reason- 
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able cause for the quantity of the indulgence, you cannot tell 
how much you get; and the preachers of indulgences ought not 
to declare how valid they are assertive, that is, by any confidence ; 
but opinative or recitative, they can only tell what 1s said, or what 
is their own opinion. ; 

5. When this difficulty is passed over, yet it may be the per- 
son is not capable of them ; for if he be not in the state of grace, 
all is nothing ; and if he be, yet if he does not perform the con- 
dition of the indulgence actually, his mere endeavour or good 
desire is nothing. And when the conditions are actually done, 
it must be inquired whether in the time of doing them you were 
in charity; whether you be so at least in the last day of finishing 
them: it is good to be certain in this, lest all evaporate and come 
to nothing. But yet suppose this too, though the work you 
are to do as the condition of the indulgence be done so well 
that you lose not all the indulgence, yet for every degree of im- 
perfection in that work you will lose a part of the indulgence, and 
then it will be hard to tell whether you get half so much as you 
propounded to yourself. But here pope Adrian troubles the 
whole affair again: for if the indulgence be only given according 
to the worthiness of the work done, then that will avail of 
itself, without any grant from the church; and then it is hugely 
questionable whether the pope’s authority be of any use in this 
whole matter. 

6. But there is yet a greater heap of dangers and uncertain- 
ties ; for you must be sure of the authority of him that gives the 
indulgence, and in this there are many doubtful questions: but 
when they are over, yet it is worth inquiry, (for some doctors are 
fearful in this point,) whether the intromission of venial gins, 
without which no man lives, does hinder the fruit of the indul- 
gence; for if it does, all the cost is lost. 

7. When an indulgence is given, put case to abide forty days 
on certain conditions, whether these forty days are to be taken 
collectively or distributively; for, because it is confessed that the 
matter of indulgences is res odibilis4, an hateful and an odious 
matter, it is not to be understood in the sense of favour, but of 
greatest severity; and therefore it is good to know beforehand 
what to trust to, to inquire how the bull is penned, and what 
sense of law every word does bear; for it may be any good man’s 
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ease. If an indulgence be granted to a place for so many days 
in every year, it were fit you inquire for how many years that 
will last ; for some doctors say, that if a definite number of years 
be not set down, it is intended to last but twenty years. And 
therefore it is good to be wise early. 

8. But it is yet of greater consideration: if you take out a bull 
of indulgence relating to the article of death, in case you recover 
that sickness in which you thought you should use it, you must 
consider whether you must not take out a new one for the next fit 
of sickness; or will the first, which stood for nothing, keep cold, 
and, without any sensible error, serve when you shall indeed die? 

9. You must also inquire, and be rightly informed, whether an 
indulgence granted upon a certain festival will be valid if the day 
be changed, (as they were all at once by the Gregorian calendar,) 
or if you go into another country where the feast is not kept the 
same day, as it happens in movable feasts, and on S. Bartholo- 
mew’s day, and some others. 

10. When your lawyers have told you their opinion of all 
these questions, and given it under their hands, it will concern 
you to inquire yet further, whether a succeeding pope have not 
or cannot revoke an indulgence granted by his predecessor ; for 
this is often done in matters of favour and privileges, and the 
German princes complained sadly of it*, and it was complained 
in the council of Lionsy, that Martin, the legate of pope Innocent 
the VIIIth, revoked and dissipated all former grants: and it is 
an old rule, Papa nunquam sibi ligat manus; “'The pope never 
binds his own hands.” But here some caution would do well. 

11. It is worth inquiry, whether in the year of jubilee all other 
indulgences be suspended ; for though some think they are not, 
yet Navar and Emanuel Sa affirm that they are; and if they 
chance to say true, (for no man knows whether they do or no,) 
you may be at a loss that way. And when all this is done, yet, 

12. Your indulgences will be of no avail to you in reserved 
eases, which are very many. A great many more very fine scru- 
ples might be moved, and are so; and therefore when you have 
gotten all the security you can by these, you are not safe at all. 
But therefore be sure still to get masses to be said. 

So that now the great objection is answered; you need not fear 
that saying masses will ever be made unnecessary by the multitude 
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of indulgences: the priest must still be employed and entertained 
in subsidium, since there are so many ways of making the indul- 
gence good for nothing, And as for the fear of emptying pur- 
gatory by the free and liberal use of the keys, it 1s very needless ; 
because the pope cannot evacuate purgatory’, or give so many 
indulgences as to take out all souls from thence: and therefore if 
the popes and the bishops and the legates have been already too 
free, it may be there is so much in arrear, that the treasure of 
the church is spent, or the church is in debt for souls; or else, 
though the treasure be inexhaustible, yet so much of her treasure 
ought not to be made use of ; and therefore it may be that your 
souls shall be postponed, and must stay and take its turn, God 
knows when. And therefore we cannot but commend the pru- 
dence of cardinal Albernotius*, who by his last will took order 
for fifty thousand masses to be said for his soul; for he was a 
wise man, and loved to make all as sure as he could. 


SECTION V 


Kasy tu conclude that all is an art to get money, and deceive mens 
souls; to tempt a man to neglect himself, when he hopes to be re- 
lieved by many others. How good life is undermined by their doc- 
trines relating to indulgences in three or four remarkable instances. 
‘Their doctrine dangerous in all the parts of repentance. Contrition, 
confession, satisfactions, and penances, all spoiled as they teach them. 
The infinite scandal of the tax of the apostolical chamber, where a 


license is given to many sins, and for such a sum an absolution 
from the greatest. 


Bor then to apply this to the consciences of the poor people of 
the Roman communion. Here is a great deal of treasure of the 
church pretended, and a great many favours granted, and much 
ease promised, and the wealth of the church boasted of, and the 
people’s money gotten; and that this may be a perpetual spring, 
it is clear amongst their own writers, that you are not sure of 
any good by all that is past, but you must get more security, or 
this may be nothing. But how easy were it for you now to conclude 
that all this is but a mere cozenage, an art to get money! but 
that’s but the least of the evil, it is a certain way to deceive souls. 
For since there are so many thousands that trust to these things, 
and yet in the confession of your own writers there are so many 
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fallibilities in the whole and in every part, why will you suffer 
yourselves so weakly and vainly to be cozened out of your souls 
with promises that signify nothing, and words without virtue, 
and treasures that make no man rich, and indulgences that give 
confidence to sin, but no ease to the pains which follow? 

Resides all this, it is very considerable, that this whole affair 
is a state of temptation ; for they that have so many ways to es- 
eape will not be so careful of the main stake as the interest of it 
requires. He that hopes to be relieved by many others will be 
tempted to neglect himself: there is an év wéya, an unum necessa- 
rium, even that we work out our own salvation with fear and trem- 
bling. A little wisdom and an easy observation were enough to 
make all men that love themselves wisely to abstain from such 
diet, which does not nourish, but fills the stomach with wind and 
imagination. But to return to the main inquiry: 

We desire that it be considered, how dangerously good life is 
undermined by the propositions collaterally taught by their great 
doctors in this matter of indulgences, besides the main and direct 
danger and deception. 

1. “ Venial sins, preceding or following the work enjoined for 
getting indulgences, hinder not their fruit; but if they intervene 
in the time of doing them, then they hinder>.” By this proposi- 
tion there is infinite uncertainty concerning the value of any in- 
dulgence ; for if venial sins be daily incursions, who can say that 
he is one day clean from them? And if he be not, he hath paid his 
price for that which profits not, and he is made to rely upon that 
which will not support him. But though this, being taught, doth 
evacuate the indulgence, yet it is not taught to prevent the sin; 
for, before and after, if you commit venial sins, there is no great 
matter in it: the inconvenience is not great, and the remedy is 
easy; you are told of your security as to this point beforehand. 

2. Pope Adrian taught a worse matter: ‘‘¢ He that will obtain 
indulgence for another, if he does perform the work enjoined, 
though himself be in deadly sin, yet for the other he prevails :” 
as if a man could do more for another than he can do for him- 
self; or as if God would regard the prayers of a vile and a 
wicked person when he intercedes for another, and at the same 
time, if he prays for himself, his prayer is an abomination. God 
first is entreated for ourselves, and when we are more excellent 
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persons, admits us to intercede, and we shall prevail for others ; 
but that a wicked person, who is under actual guilt, and obliged 
himself to suffer all punishment, can ease and take off the punish- 
ment due to others, by any externally good work done ungraci- 
ously, is a piece of new divinity, without colour of reason or 
religion. Others in this are something less scandalous, and 
affirm, that though it be not necessary that when the indulgence 
is granted the man should be in the state of grace, yet it is ne- 
cessary that at some time or other he should be; at any time (it 
seems) it will serve. For thus they turn divinity and the care of 
souls into mathematics and clockwork, and dispute minutes and 
periods with God, and are careful to tell their people how much 
liberty they may take, and how far they may venture, lest they 
should lose any thing of their sin’s pleasure, which they can pos- 
sibly enjoy, and yet have hopes of being saved at last. 

3. But there is worse yet. If a man willingly commits a sin 
in hope and expectation of a jubilee, and of the indulgences 
afterwards to be granted, he does not lose the indulgence, but 
shall receive it: which is expressly affirmed by Navar‘, and 
Antonius Cordubensis®; and Bellarmine‘, though he asks the 
question, denies it not. By which it is evident that the Roman 
doctrines and divinity teach contrary to God’s way ; who is most 
of all angry with them that turn his grace into wantonness and 
sin, that grace may abound. 

4. If any man by reason of poverty cannot give the prescribed 
alms, he cannot receive the indulgences. Now since it is suffici- 
ently known, that in all or most of the indulgences a clause is 
sure to be included, that something be offered to the church, to 
the altar, to a religious house, &c. the consequent of this will 
be soon seen, that indulgences are made for the rich; and the 
treasures of the church are to be dispensed to them that have 
treasures of their own, for habenti dabitur. But then God help 
the poor: for them purgatory is prepared, and they must burn: 
for the rich it is pretended, but the smell of fire will not pass 
upon them. 

From these premises we suppose it but too evident that the 
Roman doctors prevaricate in the whole doctrine of repentance, 
which indeed in Christ Jesus is the whole economy of justifica- 
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tion and salvation; it is the hopes and staff of all the world, the 
remedy of all evils past, present, and to come. And if our physic 
be poisoned, if our staff be broken, if our hopes make us ashamed, 
how shall we appear before Christ at his coming? But we say 
that in all the parts of it their doctrine is infinitely dangerous. 

1. Contrition is sufficient if it be but one little act, and that 
in the very article of death; and before that time it is not neces- 
sary by the law of God, nay it is indeed sufficient; but it is also 
insufficient, for without confession in act or desire it suffices not. 
And though it be thus insufficiently sufficient, yet it is not neces- 
sary: for attrition is also sufficient, if a priest can be had; and 
then any little grief proceeding out of the fear of hell will do it, 
if the priest do but absolve. 

2. Confession might be made of excellent use, and is so among 
the pious children of the church of England; but by the doc- 
trines and practices in the church of Rome it is made, not the 
remedy of sins by proper energy, but the excuse, the alleviation, 
the confidence, the ritual, external and sacramental remedy, and 
serves instead of the labours of a holy and a regular life; and yet 
is so entangled with innumerable and inextricable cases of con- 
science, orders, human prescripts, and great and little artifices, 
that scruples are more increased than sins are lessened. 

3. For satisfactions and penances, which, if they were rightly 
ordered, and made instrumental to kill the desires of sin, or to 
punish the criminal, or were properly the fruits of repentance, 
that is, parts of a holy life, good works done in charity, and the 
habitual permanent grace of God, were so prevailing, as they do 
the work of God; yet when they are taken away, not only by 
the declension of primitive discipline, but by new doctrines and 
indulgences, regular and offered commutations for money, and 
superstitious practices, which are sins themselves, and increase 
the numbers and weights of the account, there is a great way 
made for the destruction of souls, and the discountenancing the 
necessity of holy life; but nothing for the advantage of holiness, 
or the becoming like to God. 

And now at last for a cover to this dish, we have thought fit 
to mind the world, and to give caution to all that mean to live 
godly in Christ Jesus, to what an infinite scandal and impiety 
this affair hath risen in the church of Rome, we mean in the 
instance of their Taxa Camere, seu Cancellarie Apostolice, the 
“ Tax of the Apostolical Chamber or Chancery ;” a book pub- 
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licly printed, and exposed to common sale; of which their own 
Espenceeus gives this account, that it is a book in which a man 
may learn more wickedness, than in all the summaries of vices 
published in the world: and yet to them that will pay for it, 
there is to many given a license, to all an absolution for the great- 
est and most horrid sins. There is a price set down for his ab- 
solution that hath killed his father or his mother, brother, sister, 
or wife, or that hath lien with his sister or his mother. We desire 
all good Christians to excuse us for naming such horrid things ; 
Nomina sunt ipso pene timenda sono : 

but the licenses are printed at Paris in the year 1500, by Tossan 
Denis. Pope Innocent the VILIth either was author or enlarger 
of these rules of this chancery-tax ; and there are glosses upon 
them, in which the scholiast himself who made them affirms, that 
he must for that time conceal some things to avoid scandal. 
But how far this impiety proceeded, and how little regard there 
is in it to piety, or the good of souls, is visible by that which 
Augustinus de Ancona teachesi: “ That the pope ought not to 
give indulgences to them who have a desire of giving money, but 
cannot as to them who actually give.” And whereas it may be 
objected, that then poor men’s souls are in a worse condition 
than the rich: he answers, ‘That as to the remission of the 
punishment acquired by the indulgence, in such a case it 1s not 
inconvenient that the rich should be in a better condition than 
the poor.” For in that manner do they imitate God, who is no 
respecter of persons. 


SECTION VI. 


Other instances of dangerous doctrines: as, that one man may satisfy 
for another. That a habit of sin is not a sin distinct from those ac- 
tions by which it was contracted. Mischief of this doctrine shew- 
ed. The distinction of mortal and venial sins: in what sense to be 
understood and admitted. With them one whole sort of sins is 
venial in its own nature, and a whole heap of them cannot make a 
mortal sin, nor put us out of God’s favour. But when the casuists 
differ so much in determining whether this or that be a venial or 
mortal sin; if the confessor says it is venial, and it proves to be a 
mortal one, a mans soul is betrayed. 


Tuese observations we conceive to be sufficient to deter every 
well-meaning person from running into or abiding in such tempta- 
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tions. Every false proposition that leads to impiety is a stock 
and fountain of temptations ; and these which we have reckoned 
in the matter of repentance, having influence upon the whole life, 
are yet much greater, by corrupting the whole mass of wisdom 
and spiritual propositions. 

There are indeed many others. We shall name some of them, 
but shall not need much to insist on them. Such as are, 

1. That one man may satisfy for another*. It is the general 
doctrine of their church: the divines and lawyers consent in it, 
and publicly own it: the effect of which is this, that some are 
made rich by it, and some are careless; but gut non solvit in ere, 
luat in corpore, is a canonical rule; and though it was spoken in 
the matter of public penances, and so relates to the exterior 
court, yet it is also practised and avowed in satisfactions or 
penances relating to the inward court of conscience, and penance 
sacramental; and the rich man is made negligent in his duty, 
and is whipped upon another man’s back, and his purse only is 
the penitent; and, which is worst of all, here is a pretence of 
doing that, which is too near blasphemy but to say. For by this 
doctrine, it is not to be said of Christ alone, that le was wounded 
Jor our transgressions, that he only satisfied for our sins; for in 
the church of Rome it is done frequently, and pretended daily, 
that by another man’s stripes we are healed. 

2. They teach, that a habit of sin is not a sin distinct from 
those former actions by which the habit was contracted. The 
secret intention of which proposition, and the malignity of it, 
consists in this, that it is not necessary for a man to repent 
speedily ; and a man is not bound by repentance to interrupt 
the procedure of his impiety, or to repent of his habit, but of 
the single acts that went before it. For as for those that come 
after, they are excused, if they be produced by a strong habit ; 
and the greater the habit the less is the sin: but then, as 
the repentance need not for that reason be hasty and pre- 
sently ; so, because it is only to be of single acts, the re- 
pentance itself need not be habitual, but it may be done in 
an instant; whereas to mortify a habit of sin (which is the 
true and proper repentance) there is required a longer time, and 
a procedure in the methods of a holy life. By this, and such 
like propositions and careless sentences, they have brought it 
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to that pass, that they reckon a single act of contrition at any 
time to be sufficient to take away the wickedness of a long life?. 
Now that this is the avowed doctrine of the Roman guides of 
souls, will sufficiently appear in the writings of their chiefest, of 
which no learned man can be ignorant. The thing was of late 
openly and professedly disputed against us, and will not be de- 
nied. And that this doctrine is infinitely destructive of the ne- 
cessity of a good life cannot be doubted of, when themselves do 
own the proper consequents of it, even the unnecessariness of 
present repentance, or before the danger of death ; of which we 
have already given accounts. But the reason why we remark it 
here is that which we now mentioned, because that by the doc- 
trine of vicious habits having in them no malignity or sin but 
what is in the single preceding acts, there is an excuse made for 
millions of sins: for if by an evil habit the sinner is not made 
worse, and more hated by God, and his sinful acts made not 
only more, but more criminal; it will follow, that the sins are very 
much lessened: for they, being not so voluntary in their exercise 
and distinct emanation, are not in present so malicious; and there- 
fore, he that hath gotten a habit of drunkenness or swearing sins 
less in every act of drunkenness or profane oath, than he that 
acts them seldom, because by his habit he is more inclined, and 
his sins are almost natural, and less considered, less chosen, and 
not disputed against; but pass by inadvertency, and an untroubled 
consent, easily and promptly, and almost naturally from that 
principle ; so that by this means, and in such cases, when things 
are come to this pass, they have gotten an imperfect warrant to 
sin a great deal and a great while, without any new great incon- 
venience : which evil state of things ought to be infinitely avoided 
by all Christians that would be saved by all means; and there- 
fore all such teachers and all such doctrines are carefully to be 
declined, who give so much easiness, not only to the remedies, but 
to the sins themselves. But of this, we hope it may be sufficient 
to have given this short warning. 

3. The distinction of mortal and venial sins, as it is taught in 
the church of Rome, is a great cause of wickedness and careless 
conversation. For although we do with all the ancient doctors 
admit of the distinction of sins mortal and venial ; yet we also 
teach, that in their own nature, and in the rigour of the Divine 


1 Granat. in materia de peccatis, tract. lingworth in his Infidelity Unmasked, p. 
8. desp. 1. sect.1. F. Knot against Chil- 105, 106, 107, &c. 


A Dissuasive from Popery. 79 


justice, every sin is damnable, and deserves God’s anger, and that 
in the unregenerate they are so accounted, and that in hell the 
damned suffer for small and great in a common mass of torment; 
yet, by the Divine mercy and compassion, the smaller sins which 
come by surprise, or by invincible ignorance, or inadverteney, or 
unavoidable infirmity, shall not be imputed to those who love God, 
and delight not in the smallest sin, but use caution and prayers, 
watchfulness and remedies against them. But if any man de- 
lights in small sins, and heaps them into numbers, and by deli- 
beration or licentiousness they grow numerous, or are in any 
sense chosen, or taken in by contempt of the Divine law, they do 
put us from the favour of God, and will pass into severe accounts. 
And though sins are greater or less by comparison to each other, 
yet the smallest is a burden too great for us, without the allow- 
ances of the Divine mercy. 

But the church of Rome teaches that there is a whole kind of 
sins which are venial in their own nature; such, which if they 
were all together, all in the world conjoined, could not equal one 
mortal sin™, nor destroy charity, nor put us from the favour of 
God; such for which no man can perish, "etiamsi nullum pactum 
esset de remissione, though God’s merciful covenant of pardon did 
not intervene. And whereas Christ said, Of every idle word a man 
shall speak, he shall give account at the day of judgment ; and, By 
your words ye shall be justified, and by your words ye shall be con- 
demned, Bellarmine expressly affirms °, “It is not intelligible how 
an idle word should, in its own nature, be worthy of the eternal 
wrath of God, and eternal flames.” Many other desperate words 
are spoken by the Roman doctors in this question, which we 
love not to aggravate, because the main thing is acknowledged 
by them all. 

But now we appeal to the reason and consciences of all men, 
whether this doctrine of sins venial in their own nature be not 
greatly destructive to a holy life? when it is plain, that they 
give rest to men’s consciences for one whole kind of sins; for such 
which, because they occur every day, in a very short time (if they 
be not interrupted by the grace of repentance) will swell to a pro- 
digious heap. But concerning these we are bidden to be quiet ; 
for we are told, that all the heaps of these in the world cannot 
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put us out of God’s favour. Add to this, that it being in thou- 
sands of cases impossible to tell which are and which are not 
yenial in their own nature, and in their appendant circumstances, 
either the people are cozened by this doctrine into an uesless con- 
fidence; and for all this talking in their schools, they must never- 
theless do to venial sins as they do to mortal, that is, mortify 
them, fight against them, repent speedily of them, and keep them 
from running into mischief; and then all their kind doctrines in 
this article signify no comfort or ease, but all danger and difficulty 
and useless dispute; or else, if really they mean that this easiness 
of opinion be made use of, then the danger is imminent, and 
carelessness is introduced, and licentiousness in all little things 
is easily indulged, and men’s souls are daily lessened without re- 
pair, and kept from growing towards Christian perfection, and 
from destroying the whole body of sin; and in short, despising 
little things, they perish by little and little. 

This doctrine also is worse yet in the handling. For it hath 
infinite influence to the disparagement of holy life, not only by the 
uncertain, but, as it must frequently happen, by the false deter- 
mination of innumerable cases of conscience. For it is a great 
matter, both in the doing and the thing done, both in the caution 
and the repentance, whether such an action be a venial or a mortal 
sin. If it chance to be mortal, and your confessor says it is 
venial, your soul is betrayed. And it is but a chance what they say 
in most cases; for they call what they please venial, and they have 
no certain rule to answer by ; which appears too sadly in their 
innumerable differences which are amongst all their casuists in 
saying what is, and what is not mortal; and of this there needs 
no greater proof than the reading the little summaries made 
by their most leading guides of consciences, Navar, Cajetan, 
Tolet, Emanuel Sa, and others; where one says such a thing is 
mortal, and two say it is venial. 

And lest any man should say or think this is no great matter, 
we desire that it be considered, that in venial sins there may be 
very much fantastic pleasure, and they that retain them do 
believe so; for they suppose the pleasure is great enough to out- 
weigh the intolerable pains of purgatory, and that it is more 
eligible to be in hell a while, than to cross their appetites in 
such small things. And however it happen in this particular, yet 
because the doctors differ so infinitely and irreconcilably in say- 
ing what is, and what is not venial, whoever shall trust to their 
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doctrine, saying that such a sin is venial, and to their doctrine 
that says it does not exclude from God’s favour, may by these two 
propositions be damned before he is aware. 

We omit to insist upon their express contradicting the words 
of our blessed Saviour, who taught his church expressly, that we 
must work in the day-time ; for the night cometh, and no man work- 
eth: let this be as true as it can in the matter of repentance and 
mortification, and working out our pardon for mortal sins, yet it 
is not true in venial sins, if we may believe their great S.Thomas°, 
whom also Bellarmine? follows in it; for he affirms, that by the 
acts of love and patience in purgatory venial sins are remitted ; 
and that the acceptation of those punishments, proceeding out of 
charity, is a virtual kind of penance. But in this particular we 
follow not S. Thomas nor Bellarmine in the church of England 
and Ireland; for we believe in Jesus Christ, and follow him: if 
men give themselves liberty as long as they are alive to commit 
one whole kind of sins, and hope to work it out after death by 
acts of charity and repentance, which they would not do in their 
lifetime, either they must take a course to sentence the words of 
Christ as savouring of heresy, or else they will find themselves to 
have been at first deceived in their proposition, and at last in 
their expectation: their faith hath failed them here, and hereafter 
they will be ashamed of their hope. 


SECTION VIL. 


Their new doctrine of probability. That a probable opinion may be 
safely followed in practice. The opinion of one grave doctor, or the 
example of good men, makes a matter probable, and either side may 
be chosen. Though this is not an article of their faith, yet it isa rule 
of manners. Sad instances of wickedness this gives warranty to. A 
strange instance cf obtaining an indulgence, granted upon condition 
of visiting an altar of a distant church, by those that cannot go to it, 
(as nuns and prisoners,) if they address to an altar of their own with 
that intention ; secured by the practice of the church. 

Tnere is a proposition, which indeed is new, but is now the 
general doctrine of the leading men in the church of Rome; and 
it is the foundation on which their doctors of conscience rely, in 
their decision of all cases in which there is a doubt or question 
made by themselves; and that is, “that if an opinion or specula- 
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tion be probable, it may in practice be safely followed.” And if 
it be inquired, what is sufficient to make an opinion probable? 
the answer is easy, Sufficit opinio alicujus gravis doctores aut bono- 
rum exemplum ; the opinion of any one grave doctor 18 sufficient 
to make a matter probable; nay, the example and practice of 
good men, that is, men who are so reputed; if they have done it, 
you may do so too, and be safe. This is the great rule of their 
cases of conscience4. 

And now we ought not to be pressed with any one’s saying 
that such an opinion is but the private opinion of one or more 
of their doctors. For although in matters of faith this be not 
sufficient, to impute a doctrine to a whole church, which is but 
the private opinion of one or more; yet, because we are now 
speaking of the infinite danger of souls in that communion, and 
the horrid propositions by which their disciples are conducted, 
to the disparagement of good life, it is sufficient to allege the 
public and allowed sayings of their doctors; because these say- 
ings are their rule of living: and because the particular rules of 
conscience use not to be decreed in councils, we must derive 
them from the places where they grow, and where they are to 
be found. 

But besides, you will say that this is but the private opinion of 
some doctors; and what then? Therefore it is not to be called 
the doctrine of the Roman church. True, we do not say it is an 
article of their faith, but a rule of manners: this is not indeed in 
any public decree; but we say, that although it be not, yet nei- 
ther is the contrary. And if it be but a private opinion, yet is 
it safe to follow it, or is it not safe? for that is the question, and 
therein is the danger. If it be safe, then this is their rule, “A 
private opinion of any one grave doctor may be safely followed in 
the questions of virtue and vice.” But if it be not safe to follow 
it, and that this does not make an opinion probable, or the prac- 
tice safe, who says so? Does the church? No. Does Dr. Caius 
or Dr. Sempronius say so? Yes. But these are not safe to follow, 
for they are but private doctors: or if it be safe to follow them, 
though they be no more, and the opinion no more but probable, 
then I may take the other side, and choose which I will, and do 
what I list in most cases, and yet be safe by the doctrine of the 
Roman casuists ; which is the great line and general measure of 
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most men’s lives; and that is it which we complain of. And we 
have reason ; for they suffer their casuists to determine all cases, 
severely and gently, strictly and loosely, that so they may enter- 
tain all spirits, and please all dispositions, and govern them by 
their own inclinations, and as they list to be governed; by what 
may please them, not by that which profits them; that none may 
go away scandalized or grieved from their penitential chairs. 

But, upon this account, it is a sad reckoning which can be 
made concerning souls in the church of Rome. Suppose one 
great doctor amongst them (as many of them do) shall say, it is 
lawful to kill a king whom the pope declares heretic: by the 
doctrine of probability here is his warranty. And though the 
church do not declare that doctrine—that is, the church doth 
not make it certain in speculation, yet it may be safely done in 
practice—here is enough to give peace of conscience to him that 
does it. Nay, if the contrary be more safe, yet if the other be 
but probable by reason or authority, you may do the less safe, 
and refuse what is more; for that also is the opinion of some 
grave doctors’: if one doctor says it is safe to swear a thing, as 
of our knowledge, which we do not know, but believe it is so, it 
is therefore probable that it is lawful to swear it, because a grave 
doctor says it, and then it is safe enough to do so. 

And, upon this account, who could find fault with pope Con- 
stantine the [Vths, who, when he was accused in the Lateran 
council for holding the see apostolic when he was not in orders; 
justified himself by the example of Sergius bishop of Ravenna, and 
Stephen bishop of Naples? Here was exemplum bonorum, honest 
men had done so before him, and therefore he was innocent. 
When it is observed by cardinal Campegius', and Albertus 
Pighius did teach, that a priest lives more holily and chastely 
that keeps a concubine, than he that hath a married wife; and 
then shall find in the pope’s law", that a priest is not to be re- 
moved for fornication; who will not, or may not, practically 
conclude, that since by the law of God marriage is holy, and yet 
to some men fornication is more lawful, and does not make a 
priest irregular, that therefore to keep a concubine is very law- 
ful; especially since, abstracting from the consideration of a man’s 
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being in orders or not, fornication itself is probably no sin at all? 
For so says Durandus’, “ Simple fornication of itself is not a 
deadly sin according to the natural law, and excluding all posi- 


tive law.’ And Martinus de Magistris says x, to believe simple 
y sin is not heretical, because the testi- 


fornication to be no deadl 
These are grave doctors ; 


monies of scripture are not express. 
and therefore the opinion is probable, and the practice safe. 
y When the good people of the church of Rome hear it read, that 
P Clement VIII. in the Index of prohibited books, says, that 
the Bible published in vulgar tongues ought not to be read and 
retained, no, not so much as a compend of the history of the 
Bible; and Bellarmine says, that it is not necessary to salvation 
to believe that there are any scriptures at all written; and that 
cardinal Hosius saith, perhaps it had been better for the church 
if no scriptures had been written; they cannot but say that this 
doctrine is probable, and think themselves safe when they walk 
without the light of God’s word, and rely wholly upon the pope 
or their priest, in what he is pleased to tell them; and that they 
are no way obliged to keep that commandment of Christ, Search 
the scriptures. 7Cardinal Tolet says, “That if a nobleman be set 
upon, and may escape by going away, he is not tied to it, but 
may kill him that intends to strike him with a stick—*That if a 
man be in a great passion, and so transported that he considers 
not what he says, if in that case he does blaspheme, he does not 
always sin—® That if a man be beastly drunk, and then commit 
fornication, that fornication is no sin—cThat if a man desires 
carnal pollution, that he may be eased of his carnal temptations, 
or for his health, it were no sin—4 That it is lawful for a man to 
expose his bastards to the hospital, to conceal his own shame.” 
He says it out of Soto, and he from Thomas Aquinas, “¢ That 
if the times be hard, or the judge unequal, a man that cannot sell 
his wine at a due price may lawfully make his measures less than 
is appointed, or mingle water with his wine, and sell it for pure, 
so he do not lie; and yet if he does, it is no mortal sin, nor 
obliges him to restitution.” Emanuel Saf affirms, “That if a 
man lie with his intended wife before marriage, it is no sin, or a 
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light one; nay, guinetiam expedit si multum illa diferatur, it is 
good to do go, if the benediction or publication of marriage be 
much deferred.” “That infants in their cradles may be made 
priests, is the common opinion of divines and canonists,” saith 
Tolets; and that “in their cradles they can be made bishops,” 
said the archdeacon and the provost"; and “though some say 
the contrary, yet the other is the more true,” saith the cardinal. 
Vasquez saith ', “that not only an image of God, but any crea- 
ture in the world, reasonable or unreasonable, may without dan- 
ger be worshipped together with God, as his image—*That we 
ought to adore the relics of saints, though under the form of 
worms ; and that it is no sin to worship a ray of light in which 
the Devil is invested, if a man supposes him to be Christ: and, 
in the same manner, if he supposes it to be a piece of a saint 
which is not, he shall not want the merit of his devotion.” And, 
to conclude, pope Celestine the IlIrd (as Alphonsus a Castro 
reports himself to have seen a decretal of his to that purpose) 
affirmed, “that if one of the married couple fell into heresy, the 
marriage is dissolved, and that the other may marry another ; 
and the marriage is nefarious, and they are irrite nuptie, the 
espousals are void, if a catholic and a heretic marry together, 
said the Fathers of the synod in Trullo!. And though all of this 
be not owned generally, yet if a Roman catholic marries a wife 
that is or shall turn heretic, he may leave her, and part bed and 
board, according to the doctrine taught by the canon law™ itself, 
by the lawyers and divines, as appears in Covaruvius®, Mathias 
Aquarius®, and Bellarminep. 

These opinions are indeed very strange to us of the church of 
England and Ireland, but no strangers in the church of Rome ; 
and because they are taught by great doctors, by popes them- 
selves, by cardinals, and the canon law respectively, do at least 
become very probable, and therefore they may be believed and 
practised without danger, according to the doctrine of probabi- 
lity. And thus the most desperate things that ever were said 
by any, though before the declaration of the church they cannot 
become articles of faith, yet besides that they are doctrines pub- 
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licly allowed, they can also become rules of practice, and securi- 
ties to the conscience of their disciples. 

To this we may add, that which is usual in the church of Rome, 
the prawis ecclesia, “the practice of the church.” Thus if an in- 
dulgence be granted upon condition to visit such an altar in a 
distant church, the nuns that are shut up, and prisoners that 
cannot go abroad, if they address themselves to an altar of their 
own with that intention, they shall obtain the indulgence. Jd 
enim confirmat ecclesiw praxis, says Fabius4; the practice of the 
church in this case gives first a probability in speculation, 
and then a certainty in practice. This instance, though it be of 
no concern, yet we use it as a particular to shew the principle 
upon which they go. But it is practicable in many things of 
greatest danger and concern. If the question be, whether it be 
lawful to worship the image of the cross, or of Christ, with Divine 
worship? First, there is a doctrine of S. Thomas for it, and Vas- 
quez, and many others; therefore it is probable, and therefore is 
safe in practice; et sic est ecclesice praxis, the church also prac- 
tises so, as appears in their own offices: and S.'Thomas makes 
this use of it": Illi exhibemus cultum latrie in quo ponimus spem 
salutis: sed in cruce Christi ponimus spem salutes ; cantat enim 
ecclesia, O crux ave spes unica, Hoc passionis tempore, Auge piis 
justitiam, Reisque dona veniam: Ergo cruw Christi est adoranda 
adoratione latrie. “We give Divine worship,” says he, “to that 
in which we put our hopes of salvation; but in the cross we put 
our hopes of salvation ; for so the church sings, (it is the practice 
of the church,) Hail, O cross, our only hope in this time of suffer- 
ing; increase righteousness to the godly, and give pardon to the 
guilty : therefore the cross of Christ is to be adored with Divine 
adoration.” 

By this principle you may embrace any opinion of their doctors 
safely, especially if the practice of the church do intervene, and 
you need not trouble yourself with any further inquiry: and if 
an evil custom get amongst men, that very custom shall legiti- 
mate the action, if any of their grave doctors allow it, or good men 
use it; and Christ is not your rule; but the examples of them 
that live with you, or are in your eye and observation, that is 
your rule. We hope we shall not need to say any more in this 
affair; the pointing out this rock may be warning enough to them 
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that would not suffer shipwreck, to decline the danger that looks 
so formidably. 
SECTION Vtll. 


They teach that prayers by the opus operatum, the work done, do pre- 
vail: it not being essential to prayer to think particularly of what he 
says. Prevailing like charms even when they are not understood. 
What attention they require to prayer. Pope Leo’s strange grant of 
remission of all negligences in prayer. The command of hearing 
mass is not to intend the words, but to be present at the sacrifice, 
though their words are not heard. Comparison between their prayers 
and ours in the church of England. Their absurd manner of num- 
bering prayers by beads; and repetitions of the same words some 
hundreds of times, not to be distinguished from that of the Gen- 
tiles which our Saviour reproves, 

As these evil doctrines have general influence into evil life; so 
there are some others, which if they be pursued to their proper 
and natural issues, that is, if they be believed and practised, are 
enemies to the particular and specific parts of piety and religion. 
Thus the very prayers of the faithful are, or may be, spoiled by 
doctrines publicly allowed and prevailing in the Roman church. 

For, 1, they teach, “That prayers themselves ew opere operato, 
or by the natural work itself, do prevail: for it is not essential 
to prayer for a man to think particularly of what he says; it is 
not necessary to think of the things signified by the words :” so 
Suarez teaches’. “Nay, it is not necessary to the essence of 
prayer, that he who prays should think de ipsa locutione, of the 
speaking itself.” And indeed it is necessary that they should all 
teach so, or they cannot tolerably pretend to justify their prayers 
in an unknown tongue. But this is indeed their public doctrine: 
for prayers in the mouth of the man that says them “are like the 
words of a charmer, they prevail even when they are not under- 
stood,” says Salmeront. Or as Antoninus", “ They are like a 
precious stone, of as much value in the hand of an unskilful man 
as of a jeweller.” And therefore, attention to or devotion in our 
prayers is not necessary: “for the understanding of which,” saith 
cardinal Tolet, ‘‘ when it is said that you must say your prayers 
or offices attently, reverently, and devoutly, you must know that 
attention or advertency to your prayers is manifold: 1. That you 
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attend to the words, so that you speak them not too fast, or to 
begin the next verse of a psalm, before he that recites with you 
hath done the former verse; and this attention is necessary. 
But, 2, there is an attention, which is by understanding the 
sense; and that is not necessary. For if it were, very ex- 
tremely few would do their duty, when so very few do at all un- 
derstand what they say. 3. There is an attention relating to the 
end of prayer, that is, that he that prays considers that he is 
present before God, and speaks to him; and this indeed is very 
profitable, but it is not necessary:” no, not so much. So that by 
this doctrine no attention is necessary, but to attend that the 
words be all said, and said right. But even this “ attention is 
not necessary that it should be actual, but it suffices to be virtual; 
that is, that he who says his office intends to do so, and do not 
change his mind, although he does not attend: and he who 
does not change his mind, that is, unless observing himself not 
to attend, he still turn his mind to other things, he attends :” 
meaning, he attends sufficiently, and as much as is necessary ; 
though indeed, speaking naturally and truly, he does not attend. 
If any man in the church of England and Ireland had published 
such doctrine as this, he should quickly and deservedly have felt 
the severity of the ecclesiastical rod; but in Rome it goes for 
good catholic doctrine. 

Now although upon this account devotion is (it may be) good; 
and it is good to attend to the words of our prayer, and the sense 
of them; yet that it is not necessary, is evidently consequent to 
this. But it is also expressly affirmed by the same hand®, “There 
ought to be devotion, that our mind be inflamed with the love of 
God; though if this be wanting, without contempt, it is no deadly 
sin.” Ecclesia satisfit per opus externum, nec aliud jubet, saith 
Reginaldusy: “If ye do the outward work, the church is satisfied ; 
neither does she command any thing else.” Good doctrine this! 
And it is an excellent church that commands nothing to him that 
prays but to say so many words. 

Well! but after all this, if devotion be necessary or not, if it be 
present or not; if the mind wander, or wander not; if you mind 
what you pray, or mind it not; there is an easy cure for all this: 
for pope Leo granted remission of all negligences in their saying 
their offices and prayers to them who, after they have done, shall 
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say this prayer: “To the holy and undivided Trinity, to the hu- 
manity of our Lord Jesus Christ crucified, to the fruitfulness of 
the most blessed and most glorious Virgin Mary, and to the uni- 
versity of all saints, be eternal praise, honour, virtue, and glory, 
from every creature ; and to us remission of sins, for ever and 
ever. Amen. Blessed are the bowels of the Virgin Mary, which 
bore the Son of the eternal God; and blessed are the paps 
which suckled Christ our Lord. Pater Noster. Ave Maria.” 
This prayer, to this purpose, is set down by Navar and cardinal 
Tolet2. 

This is the sum of the doctrine concerning the manner of saying 
the divine offices in the church of Rome, in which greater care is 
taken to obey the precept of the church than the commandments 
of God: “For the precept of hearing mass is not to intend the 
words, but to be present at the sacrifice, though the words be 
not so much as heard; and they that think the contrary, think so 
without any probable reason,” saith Tolet?. It seems there was 
not so much as the authority of one grave doctor to the contrary ; 
for if there had, the contrary opinion might have been probable ; 
but all agree upon this doctrine, all that are considerable. 

So that between the church of England and the church of Rome 
the difference in this article is plainly this; they pray with their 
lips, we with the heart ; we pray with the understanding, they 
with the voice; we pray, and they say prayers. We suppose 
that we do not please God if our hearts be absent; they say, it 
is enough if their bodies be present at their greatest solemnity of 
prayer, though they hear nothing that is spoken, and understand 
as little. And which of these be the better way of serving God 
may soon be determined, if we remember the complaint which 
God made of the Jews, This people draweth near me with their 
lips, but their hearts are far from me. But we know that we are 
commanded to ask 2n faith, which is seated in the understanding, 
and requires the concurrence of the will, and holy desires; which 
cannot be at all, but in the same degree in which we have a 
knowledge of what we ask. The effectual, fervent prayer of a 
righteous man prevails: but what our prayers want of this, they 
must needs want of blessing and prosperity. And if we lose the 
benefit of our prayers, we lose that great instrumentality by which 
Christians are receptive of pardon, and strengthened in faith, and 
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confirmed in hope, and increase in charity, and are protected by 
Providence, and are comforted in their sorrows, and derive help 
from God: Ye ask, and have not, because ye ask amiss ; that is 
Saint James his rule. They that pray not as they ought shall 
never obtain what they fain would. 

Hither is to be reduced their fond manner of prayer, consisting 
in vain repetitions of names and little forms of words. The 
Psalter of our Lady is an hundred and fifty Ave Maries, and at 
the end of every tenth they drop in the Lord’s prayer, and this, 
with the Creed at the end of the fifty, makes a perfect rosary. 
This indeed is the main entertainment of the people’s devotion : 
for which cause Mantuan called their religion, 

religionem 
Que filo insertis numerat sua murmura. baccis ; 

“a religion that numbers their murmurs by berries filed upon a 
string.” This makes up so great a part of their religion, that it 
may well be taken for one half of its definition. But because so 
few do understand what they say, but all repeat and stick to 
their numbers, it is evident they think to be heard for that ; 
for that or nothing; for besides that, they neither do nor under- 
stand. And all that we shall now say to it is, that our blessed 
Saviour reproved this way of devotion in the practice and doctrines 
of the heathens. Very like to which is that which they call the 
Psalter of Jesus; in which are fifteen short ejaculations, as, 
‘“‘Have mercy on me,” “Strengthen me,” “Help me,” “ Comfort 
me,” &c.; and with every one of these, the name of Jesus is to be 
said thirty times, that is, in all, four hundred and fifty times. Now 
we are ignorant how to distinguish this from the Barrodoyla>, or 
vain repetition of the Gentiles ; for they did just so, and Christ 
said they did not do well; and that is all that we pretend to know 
of it. They thought to be heard the rather for so doing; and if 
the people of the Roman church do not think so, there is no 
reason why they should do so. But, without any further ar- 
guing about the business, they are not ashamed to own it: for 
the author of the preface to the Jesus’ Psalter, printed by Fouler 
at Antwerp, promises to the repetition of that sweet name “ great 
aid against temptations, and a wonderful increase of grace.” 
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SECTION IX. 


They pray to dead men and women, whom they suppose beatified, and 
invoke them, as helpers, preservers, guardians, deliverers, contrary 
to the scriptures. An answer to that pretence, that they only desire 
the saints to pray for them, which by many instances is shewed to be 
false. What their divines teach concerning the blessed Virgin, to 
engage all to have recourse to her. An account of the public prayers 
to her. The council of Constance invoked her, as other councils 
did use to invocate the Holy Ghost. Of the Lady’s Psalter by Bona- 
venture. How derogatory to Christ, to rely, in praying to God, upon 
the merits, satisfaction, and intercession of saints. St. Austin’s 
excellent saying, Tutius et jucundius, &c. How their devotion is 
prostituted to new upstart saints, which are of late canonization. 


Bur this mischief is gone further yet: for, as Cajetan affirms‘, 
“prayers ought to be well done ;” saltem non male, “at least not 
ill.” But besides that what we have now remarked is so “ not 
well,” that it is very ill, that which follows is directly bad, and 
most intolerable. For the church of Rome, in her public and 
allowed offices, prays to dead men and women, who are, or whom 
they suppose to be, beatified; and these they invocate as pre- 
servers, helpers, guardians, deliverers in their necessity ; and they 
expressly call them, “their refuge,” “their guard and defence,” 
their life, and “ health :” which is so formidable a devotion, that 
we for them, and for ourselves too, if we should imitate them, are 
to dread the words of scripture, ‘Cursed is the man that trusteth 
an man. We are commanded to call upon God in the time of 
trouble ; and it is promised, that he will deliver us, and we shall 
glorify him. We find no such command to call upon saints ; 
neither do we know who are saints, excepting a very few; and 
in what present state they are, we cannot know, nor how our 
prayers can come to their knowledge; and yet, if we did know 
all this, it cannot be endured at all, that Christians, who are 
commanded to call upon God, and upon none else, and to make 
all our prayers through Jesus Christ, and never so much as war- 
ranted to make our prayers through saints departed, should yet 
choose saints for their particular patrons, or at all rely upon 
them, and make prayers to them in such forms of words which 
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are only fit to be spoken to God; prayers which have no testi- 
mony, command, or promise in the word of God, and therefore 
which cannot be made in faith or prudent hope. 

Neither will it be enough to say, that they only desire the 
saints to pray for them; for though that be of itself a matter 
indifferent, if we were sure they do hear us when we pray, and 
that we should not by that means secretly destroy our confi- 
dence in God, or lessen the honour of Christ our Advocate ; of 
which because we cannot be sure, but much rather the contrary, 
it is not a matter indifferent: yet, besides this, in the public 
offices of the church of Rome there are prayers to saints made 
with confidence in them, with derogation to God’s glory and pre- 
rogative, with diminution to the honour of Christ, with words in 
sound and in all appearance the same with the highest that are 
usually expressed in our prayers to God and his Christ: and 
this is it we insist upon and reprove, as being a direct destruction 
of our sole confidence in God, and too near to blasphemy to be 
endured in the devotions of Christians. We make our words 
good by these allegations : 

1. We shall not need here to describe, out of their didactical 
writings, what kind of prayers, and what causes of confidence they 
teach towards the blessed Virgin Mary and all saints; only we 
shall recite a few words of Antoninus, their great divine, and arch- 
bishop of Florence: “It is necessary that they to whom she 
converts her eyes, being an advocate for them, shall be justified 
and saved.” And whereas it may be objected out of Johng, that 
the apostle says, If any man sin, we have an Advocate with the 
Father, Jesus Christ. the righteous; he answers, ‘that Christ is 
not our Advocate alone, but a Judge: and since the just is searce 
secure, how shall a sinner go to him, as to an Advocate? There- 
fore God hath provided us of an advocatess, who is gentle and 
sweet, in whom nothing that is sharp is to be found.” And to 
those words of St. Paul, Come boldly to the throne of grace, he says, 
“that Mary is the throne of Christ, in whom he rested ; to her 
therefore let us come with boldness, that we may obtain mercy, 
and find grace in time of need ;? and adds, ‘‘ that Mary is called 
Full of grace, because she is the means and cause of grace, by 
transfusing grace to mankind :” and many other such dangerous 
propositions. Of which, who please to be further satisfied, (if he 
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can endure the horror of reading blasphemous sayings,) he may 
find too great abundance in the Mariale of Bernardine", which 
is confirmed by public authority, Jacobus Perez de Valentia', 
and in Ferdinand Quirinus de Salazar‘, who affirms, “that the 
Virgin Mary, by offering up Christ to God the Father, was wor- 
thy to have (after a certain manner) that the whole salvation 
and redemption of mankind should be ascribed to her; and that 
this was common to Christ and the blessed Virgin his mother, 
that she did offer and give the price of our redemption truly and 
properly; and that she is deservedly called the redeemer, the 
repairer, the mediator, the author and cause of our salvation.” 
Many more horrid blasphemies are in his notes upon that chap- 
ter; and in his Defence of the Immaculate Conception, published 
with the privilege of Philip the Third of Spain, and by the 
authority of his order. But we insist not upon their doctrines 
delivered by their great writers, though every wise man knows 
that the doctrines of their church are delivered in large and inde- 
finite terms, and descend not to minute senses, but are left to be 
explicated by their writers, and are so practised and understood 
by the people; and at the worst, the former doctrine of proba- 
bility will make it safe enough: but we shall produce the public 
practice of their church. 

And first, it cannot be supposed, that they intend nothing but 
to desire their prayers; for they rely also on their merits, and 
hope to get their desires, and to prevail by them also: for so it 
is affirmed by the Roman Catechism!, made by the decree of the 
council of Trent, and published by the pope’s command; “The 
saints are therefore to be invocated, because they continually 
make prayers for the health of mankind, and God gives us many 
benefits by their merit and favour: and it is lawful to have 
recourse to the favour or grace of the saints, and to use their 
help ; for they undertake the patronage of us.” And the council 
of Trent™ does not only say it is good to fly “to their prayers,” 
but “to their aid,” and “to their help;” and that is indeed 
the principal, and the very meaning of the other. We pray that 
the saints should intercede for us, id est, ut merita eorum nobis 
suffragentur ; “that is, that their merits should help us,” said 


h Bernardin. de Bustis, de Concept. k Comment. in 8. Proverb. in vers. 19. 
Marie, 1. part. serm. 1. part. 2. 1 Tit. de Sanctis. 
1 Tn Cantic. Mar. Magnificat. m Sess. 9. 


9+ A Dissuasive from Popery. 


the Master of the Sentences. Argue id confirmat ecclesie praxis, 
to use their own so frequent expression in many cases. 
Continet hoc templum sanctorum corpora pura, 
A quibus auxilium suppleri, poscere cura. 

The distich is in the church of S. Laurence in Rome. “ This 
church contains the pure bodies of saints, from whom take care 
to require that help be supplied to you.” But the practice of the 
church tells their secret meaning best. For besides what the 
common people are taught to do, as to pray to S. Gall for the 
health and fecundity of their geese, to S. Wendeline for their 
sheep, to S. Anthony for their hogs, to S. Pelagius for their oxen ; 
and that several trades have their peculiar saints ; and the phy- 
sicians are patronised by Cosmas and Damian, the painters by 
S. Luke, the potters by Goarus, the huntsmen by Eustachius, the 
harlots (for that also is a trade at Rome) by S. Afra and S. Mary 
Magdalene; they do also rely upon peculiar saints for the cure 
of several diseases; S. Sebastian and S. Roch have a special 
privilege to cure the plague, S. Petronilla the fever, S. John and 
S. Bennet the abbot to cure all poison, S. Apollonia the tooth- 
ache, S. Otilia sore eyes, S. Apollinaris the French pox, (for it 
seems he hath lately got that employment, since the discovery of 
the West Indies,) S. Vincentius hath a special faculty in restor- 
ing stolen goods, and S. Liberius (if he please) does infallibly cure 
the stone, and S. Felicitas (if she be heartily called upon) will 
give the teeming mother a fine boy. It were strange, if nothing 
but intercession by these saints were intended, that they cannot 
as well pray for other things as these; or that they have no com- 
mission to ask of these any thing else, or not so confidently ; and 
that if they do ask, that S. Otilia shall not as much prevail to 
help a fever as a cataract ; or that if S. Sebastian be called upon 
to pray for the help of a poor female sinner, who by sad diseases 
pays the price of her lust, he must go to S. Apollinaris in behalf 
of his client. 

But if any of the Roman doctors say, that they are not tied to 
defend the superstitions of the vulgar or the abused, they say 
true; they are not indeed, but rather to reprove them, as we do, 
and to declare against them; and the council of Trent very 
goodly forbids all superstitions in this article, but yet tells us not 
what are superstitions, and what not; and still the world goes 
on in the practice of the same intolerable follies, and every nation 
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hath a particular guardian saint, and every city, every family, and 
almost every house, and every devouter person almost chooses 
his own patron saint, whose altars they more devoutly frequent, 
whose image they more religiously worship, to whose relics they 
more readily go in pilgrimage, to whose honour they say more 
Pater nosters, whose festival they more solemnly observe; spoil- 
ing their prayers by their confidences in unknown persons, living 
in an unknown condition, and diminishing that affiance in God 
and our Lord Jesus Christ, by importune and frequent addresses 
to them that cannot help. 

But that these are not the faults of their people only, running 
wilfully into such follies, but the practice of their church, and 
warranted and taught by their guides, appears by the public 
prayers themselves ; such as these", “O generous Mary, beaute- 
ous above all, obtain pardon for us, apply grace unto us, prepare 
glory for us. Hail, thou rose, thou Virgin Mary, &¢. Grant to 
us to use true wisdom, and with the elect to enjoy grace, that we 
may with melody praise thee; and do thou drive our sins away : 
O Virgin Mary, give us joys.” These, and divers others like 
these, are in the anthem of our Lady. In the rosary of our Lady 
this hymn is to be said ; 

Reparatrix et salvatrix desperantis anime, 
Irroratrix et largitrix spiritualis gratie, 

Quod requiro, qued suspiro, mea sana vulnera, 
Et da menti te poscenti gratiarum munera, 

Ut sim castus et modestus, &c. 


Corde prudens, ore studens veritatem dicere, 

Malum nolens, Deum volens pio semper opere. 
That is, “ Thou repairer and saviour of the despairing soul, the 
dew-giver and bestower of spiritual grace, heal my wounds, and 
give to the mind that prays to thee gifts of grace, that I may be 
chaste, modest, wise in heart, true in my sayings, hating evil, 
loving God in holy works :” and much more to the same purpose. 
There also the blessed Virgin Mary, after many glorious appel- 
latives, is prayed to in these words: “Join me to Christ, govern 
me always, enlighten my heart, defend me always from the snare of 
the enemy, deliver us from all evil, and from the pains of hell.” 

So that it is no wonder that pope Leo the Tenth° calls her 
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‘a, goddess,” and Turcelin? the J esuit, Divine majestatis potesta- 
tisque sociam. Huic olim ceelestiwm mortahumque principatum de- 
tulit. Ad hujus arbitrium (quoad hominum tutelu postulat) terras, 
maria, coelum, naturamque moderatur. Hac annuente, et per hance, 
divinos thesauros, et coclestia dona largitur ; “ the companion or 
partner of the divine majesty and power. To her he long since 
gave the principality of all heavenly and mortal things. At her 
will (so far as the guardianship of men requires) he rules the 
earth and seas, heaven and nature: and she consenting, he gives 
divine treasures and celestial gifts.” Nay, in the mass-books 
penned 1538, and used in the Polonian churches, they call the 
blessed Virgin Mary 4, viam ad vitam, totius mundi gubernatricem, 
peccatorum cum Deo reconciliatricem, fontem remissionis peccato- 
rum, lumen luminum ; “the way to life, the governess of all the 
world, the reconciler of sinners with God, the fountain of remis- 
sion of sins, light of light,” and at last salute her with an Ave 
universe: Trinitatis mater’! “Hail, thou mother of the whole 
Trinity !” 

We do not pick out these only, as the most singular, or the 
worst forms; for such as these are very numerous, as’ is to be 
seen in their breviaries, missals, hours of our Lady, rosary of our 
Lady, the litany of our Lady, called Litania Marie the Speculum 
Rosariorum, the hymns of saints, portuises and manuals. These 
only are the instances which amongst many others presently occur. 
Two things only we shall add, instead of many more that might 
be represented. 

The first is, that ina hymn which they (from what reason or 
etymology we know not, neither are we concerned) call a sequence, 
the council of Constance did invocate the blessed Virgin, in the 
same manner as councils did use to invocate the Holy Ghost ; 
they call her the “mother of grace, the remedy to the miserable, 
the fountain of mercy, and the light of the church ;” attributes 
proper to God, and incommunicable: “they sing her praises, 
and pray to her for graces; they sing to her with the heart, 
they call themselves her sons, they declare her to be their health 
and comfort in all doubts, and call on her for light from heaven, 
and trust in her for the destruction of heresies, and the repres- 
sion of schisms, and for the lasting confederations of peace.” 
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The other thing we tell of is, that there is a Psalter of our 
Lady, of great and ancient account in the church of Rome ; it 
hath been several times printed at Venice, at Paris, at Leipsich ; 
and the title is, “The Psalter of the Blessed Virgin, compiled 
by the seraphical doctor S. Bonaventure, bishop of Alba, and 
presbyter-cardinal of the holy church of Rome.” But of the 
book itself the account is soon made ; for it is nothing but the 
Psalms of David, an hundred and fifty in number are set down ; 
altered indeed, to make as much of it as could be sense so re- 
duced: in which the name of Lord is left out, and that of Lady 
put in; so that whatever David said of God and Christ, the 
saine prayers and the same praises they say of the blessed 
Virgin Mary: and whether all that can be said without intoler- 
able blasphemy, we suppose needs not much disputation. 

The same things, but in a less proportion and frequency, they 
say to other saints: 

8 OQ Maria Magdalena 

Audi vota laude plena, 

Apud Christum chorum istum 
Clementer concilia. 

Ut fons summe pietatis 

Qui te lavit a peccatis, 

Servos suos, atque tuos 
Mundet data venia. 

“Q Mary Magdalen, hear our prayers, which are full of 
praises, and most clemently reconcile this company unto Christ : 
that the Fountain of supreme piety, who cleansed thee from thy 
sins, giving pardon, may cleanse us, who are his servants and 
thine.’ These things are too bad already ; we shall not aggra- 
vate them by any further commentary, but apply the premises. 

Now therefore we desire it may be considered, that there are, 
as the effects of Christ’s death for us, three great products, which 
are the rule and measure of our prayers and our confidence : 
1. Christ’s merits ; 2. his satisfaction; 8. his intercession. By 
these three we come boldly to the throne of grace, and pray to God 
through Jesus Christ. But if we pray to God through the saints 
too, and rely upon their, 1. merit, 2. satisfaction, 3. and inter- 
cession, is it not plain that we make them equal with Christ in 
kind, though not in degree? for it is publicly avowed and prac- 
tised in the church of Rome to rely upon the saints’ interces- 
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siont, and this intercession to be made valid by the merits of 
the saints: ‘« We pray thee, O S.J ude the Apostle, that by thy 
merits thou wouldest draw me from the custom of my sins, and 
snatch me from the power of the Devil, and advance me to the 
invisible powers :” and they say as much to others. And for 
their satisfactions, the treasure of the church for indulgences is 
made up with them and the satisfactions of Christ: so that there 
is nothing remaining of the honour due to Christ our Redeemer, 
and our confidence in him, but the same in every kind is by the 
church of Rome imputed to the saints: and therefore the very 
being and economy of Christianity is destroyed by these prayers, 
and the people are not, cannot be, good Christians in these de- 
votions ; and what hopes are laid up for them who repent to no 
purpose, and pray with derogation to Christ’s honour, is a matter 
of deepest consideration. And therefore we desire our charges 
not to be seduced by little tricks and artifices of useless and 
laborious distinctions, and protestations against evidence of fact, 
and with fear and trembling to consider what God said by the 
prophet, "My people have done two great evils ; they have forsaken 
me, “fortem vivum,” the strong and the living God, “fontem 
vivum,” so some copies read it, the living fountain, and have 
digged for themselves cisterns, that is, little fantastic helps, chat 
hold no water, that give no refreshment; or, as S. Paul expresses 
it*, they worship and invocate the creature mapa tov ktloavra, be- 
sides the Creator ; so the word properly signifies, and so it is 
used by the apostle in other placesy And at least let us re- 
member those excellent words of S. Austin?: Tutius et gucundius 
loquar ad meum Jesum, quam ad aliquem sanctorum spirituum 
Dei; “I can speak safer and more pleasantly or cheerfully to 
my Lord Jesus, than to any of the saints and spirits of God.” 
For that we have commandment, for this we have none; for 
that we have example in scriptures, for this we have none ; there 
are many promises made to that, but to this there is none at 
all; and therefore we cannot in faith pray to them, or at all 
rely upon them for helps. 

Which consideration is greatly heightened by that prostitu- 
tion of devotion usual in the church of Rome, zavdnuel, to every 
upstart, to every old and new saint. And although they have a 
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story among themselves, that it is ominous for a pope to canonize 
a saint, and he never survives it above a twelvemonth, as Pierre 
Mathieu observes in the instances of Clement the [Vth and 
Adrian the VIth, yet this hinders not but that they are tempted 
to do it frequently. But concerning the thing itself, the best 
we can say is what Christ said of the Samaritans, *Zhey worship 
they know not what: such are S. Fingare, S. Anthony of Padua, 
S. Christopher, Charles Boromeus, Ignatius Loyola, Xaverius, 
and many others»; of whom cardinal Bessarion® complained, 
that many of them were such persons whose life he could not 
approve; and such concerning whom they knew nothing, but 
from their parties, and by pretended revelations made to par- 
ticular and hypochondriacal persons. It is a famous saying of 
S. Gregory, that “ the bodies of many persons are worshipped on 
earth, whose souls are tormented in hell :” and Augustinus Tri- 
umphus affirms, “ that all who are canonized by the pope cannot 
be said to be in heaven.” And this matter is beyond dispute ; 
for Prateolus tells, that Herman, the author of the heresy of 
the Fratricelli, was for twenty years together after his death 
honoured for a saint, but afterwards his body was taken up and 
burnt. But then, since (as Ambrosius Catharinus and Vivaldus 
observe) if one saint be called in question, then the rest may, 
what will become of the devotions which are paid to such saints 
which have been canonized within these last five centuries? con- 
cerning whom we can have but slender evidence that they are in 
heaven at all. And therefore the cardinal of Cambray, Petrus 
de Alliaco4, wishes that so many new saints were not canonized. 
They are indeed so many, that in the church of Rome the holy- 
days which are called their greater doubles are threescore and 
four, besides the feasts of Christ and our Lady ; and the holydays 
which they call half double festivals, together with the Sundays, 
are above one hundred and thirty. So that, besides many holy- 
days kept in particular places, there are in the whole year about 
two hundred holydays, if we may believe their own Gavantuse ; 
which, besides that it is an intolerable burden to the poor la- 
bourer, who must keep so many of them, that on the rest he can 
searce earn his bread, they do also turn religion into supersti- 


a John iv. 22 Apud Aug. Triumphum de Ancona, q. 14. 
b Vide libr. de Sanctis Hibernicis nu- ad. 4. et queest.17. ad. 4. verb. Hermannus. 
per Latine edit. per D. Picardum Parisi- a Lib. de Reform. Eccles. 
ensem. © De Festis Sanctor. 7.10. 
¢ Apud Bodin. in Method. Histor. 1. 4. 
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tion, and habituate the people to idleness, and disorderly festivi- 
ties, and impious celebrations of the day with unchristian merri- 
ments and licentiousness. We conclude this with those words of 
St. Paul, How shall we call on him on whom we have not believed ? 
Christ said, Ye believe in God, believe also in me. But he never 
said, Ye have believed in me, believe also in my saints. No; 
for ethere is but one Mediator between God and man, the man 
Christ Jesus. And therefore we must come to God, not by saints, 
but only by Jesus Christ our Lord. 


SECTION X. 


Of the horrible incantations and charms used by the priests in exor- 
cising persons possessed. The whole manner how they cast out 
devils set down at large, and several remarks upon it. 


Tuere is in the church of Rome a horrible impiety taught 
and practised, which, so far as it goes, must needs destroy that 
part of holy life which consists in the holiness of our prayers ; 
and indeed is a conjugation of evils, of such evils of which in the 
whole world a society of Christians should be least suspected ; 
we mean the infinite superstitions and incantations, or charms, 
used by their priests in their exorcising possessed persons, and 
conjuring of devils. 

There was an ecclesiastical book called Ordo Baptizandi cum 
modo Visitandi, prmted at Venice, A.D.1575, in which there 
were damnable and diabolical charms, insomuch that the Spanish 
inquisitors, in their expurgatory Index, printed at Madrid, A.D. 
1612, commanded deleatur tota exorcismus Luciferina, cujus ini- 
tium est, Adesto Domine tut famuli ; “that all that Luciferian 
exorcism be blotted out.” But whoever looks into the ‘“ Treasure 
of Exoreisms and horrible Conjurings,” (for that is the very title 
of the book printed at Colein, A. D. 1608,) shall find many as 
horrid things, and not censured by any inquisitors as yet, so far 
as we have ever read or heard. Nay, that very Luciferina, or 
Devilish Exorcism, is reprinted at Lyons, A. D. 1614, in the 
Institutio Baptizandt, which was restored by the decree of the 
council of Trent: so that though it was forbidden in Spain, it 
was allowed in France. But as bad as that are allowed every 
where in the church of Rome. The most famous, and of most 


f Rom. x. 14. & Tim. ii. 5. nis viris in hoc articulo. An potius factum 

h Ne miretur lector eruditus, quod ex- quia bonus angelus nunquam, mali autem 
orcismus apud inquisitores sit foeminini genii sepissime sub forma foeminina ap- 
generis, fortasse dispensatum fuit cum bos paruere: quod notavit Trithemius. 
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public use, are “‘ The Treasure of Exorcisms,” of which we but 
now made mention; the Roman Ritual ; “‘ The Manual of Exor- 
cisms,” printed at Antwerp, A. D. 1626, with approbation of the 
bishop, and privilege of the archdukes; the Pastorals of several 
churches, especially that of Rureemund ; and especially the Fla- 
gellum Demonum, “ The Devil’s Whip,” by father Hierom Men- 
gus, a friar minor, which the clergy of Orleans did use in the 
exorcising of Martha Brosser, A. D. 1599, the story whereof is 
in the Epistles of Cardinal D’Ossati, and the History of the 
excellent Thuanus. 

Now from these books, especially this last, we shall represent 
their manner of casting out devils, and then speak a word to 
the thing itself. 

Their manner and form is this: 

First, * They are to try the Devil by holy water, incense, sul- 
phur, rue, which from thence, as we suppose, came to be called 
herb of grace, and especially S. John’s wort, which therefore they 
call Devil's flight!, with which if they cannot cast the Devil out, 
yet they may do good to the patient ; for so pope Alexander the 
first promised and commanded the priests to use it for the sanc- 
tifying and pacifying the people, and driving away the snares of 
the Devil: and to this, it were well if the exorcist would rail 
upon, mock, and jeer the Devil; for he cannot endure a witty 
and a sharp taunt, and loves jeering and railing no more than 
he loves holy water; and this was well tried of old against an 
empuse that met Apollonius Tyanzus at mount Caucasus ™, 
against whom he railed, and exhorted his company to do so. 

Next to this, the exorcist may ask the Devil some questions ; 
what is his name? how many of them there are? for what cause, 
and at what time he entered! and, for his own learning, by 
what persons he can be cast out? and by what saint adjured ? 
who are his particular enemies in heaven? and who in hell? by 
what words he can be most afflicted? (for the devils are such 
fools that they cannot keep their own counsel, nor choose but 
tell; and when they do, they always tell true:) he may also ask 
him by what covenant, or what charm he came there, and by 
what he is to be released? Then he may call Lucifer to help him, 
and to torment that spirit ; (for so they cast out devils, by Belzebub 


i Lib. 133. Quinta essentia. 
k Flagellum Demonum docum. 3. m Philostrat. de vita Apollonii. 
1 Vide Raimun. Lullium lib. 2. de 
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the prince of the devils ;) and certainly Lucifer dares not but 
obey him. Next to this, the exorcist is cunningly to get out of 
the Devil the confession of some article of faith, for the edifica- 
tion of the standers by, (whom he may by this means convince 
of the truth of transubstantiation, the reality of purgatory, or 
the value of indulgences,) and command him to knock his head 
three times against the ground, in adoration of the holy Trinity. 
But let him take heed what relics he apply to the Devil; for if 
the relics be counterfeit, the Devil will be too hard for him. 
However, let the exorcising priest be sure to bless his pottage, 
his meat, his ointment, his herbs; and then also he may use 
some schedules, or little rolls of paper, containing m them holy 
words; but he must be sure to be exercised and skilful in all 
things that belong to the conjuring of the Devil: these are the 
preparatory documents, which when he hath observed, then let 
him fall to his prayers. 

Now for the prayers, they also are publicly described in their 
offices before cited, and are as followeth : 

“‘ The priest ties his stole about the neck of the possessed 
with three knots, and says, ‘O ye abominable rebels against 
God, I conjure you spirits, and adjure you, I call, I constrain, 
I call out, I contend and contest, wherever you are in this man, 
by the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, [then he makes three + ,] 
by the most powerful name of God, Heloy, the strong and ad- 
mirable, I exorcise you, and adjure you, and command you, by 
the power I have, that you incontinently hear the words of my 
conjuring, and perceive yourselves overcome, and command you 
not to depart without license, and so I bind you with this stole 
of jucundity; in the name of the Father +, Son +, and Holy 
Ghost +, Amen.’ Then he makes two and thirty crosses more, 
and calls over one and thirty names of God in false Hebrew, 
and base Greek, and some Latin, signifying the same names; 
and the two and thirtieth is by the sign of the cross, praying 
God to deliver them from their enemies. Then follow more 
prayers, and more adjurations, and more conjurations, (for they 
are greatly different you must know,) and aspersions of holy 
water, and shewings of the cross, and signings with it. Then 
they adjure the Devil (in case the names of God will not do it) 
by S. Mary, and S. Anne, by S. Michael, and S. Gabriel, by Ra- 
phael, and all angels and archangels, by the patriarchs, and by 
the prophets, and by his own infirmity, by the apostles, and by 
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the martyrs ;” and then, after all this, if the Devil will not come 
out, he must tarry there still, till the next exorcism; in which 
“the exorcist must rail at the Devil, and say over again the 
names of God, and then ask him questions, and read over the 
sequences of the Gospels; and after that tell him, that he hath 
power over him, for he can transubstantiate bread into Christ’s 
body; and then conjure him again, and call him damned Devil, 
unclean spirit, and as bad as he can eall him; and so pray to 
God to cast him out of the man’s mouth and nose, lips and 
teeth, jaws and cheeks, eyes and forehead, eyebrows and eyelids, 
his feet and his members, his marrow and his bones, and must 
reckon every part of his body,” to which purpose, we suppose it 
would be well if the exorcist were well skilled in Laurentius, or 
Bauhinus his Anatomy, “and if he will not go out yet, there is 
no help but he must choose, till the third exorcism: in which, 
besides many prayers and conjurations in other words to the 
same purpose, the exorcist must speak louder,” especially if it 
be a deaf devil, for then indeed it is the more necessary, ‘ and 
tell the Devil his own, and threaten him terribly, and conjure 
him again, and say over him about some twenty or thirty names 
or titles of Christ, and forbid the Devil to go any whither, but 
to the centre of the world, and must damn him eternally to the 
sulphurous flames of hell, and to be tormented worse than 
Lucifer himself, for his daring to resist so many great names; 
and if he will not now obey, let him take fire and brimstone, and 
make a fume, whether the possessed will or no, until the Devil 
tells you all his mind in what you ask him :” the liver of Tobias 
his fish were a rare thing here, but that is not to be had for 
love or money: “‘and after this he conjures him again by some 
of the names of God, and by the merits, and all the good things 
which can be spoken or thought of the most blessed Virgin, and 
by all her names and tiltes, which he must reckon, one and forty 
in number, together with her epithets, making so many +, and 
by these he must cast him headlong into hell.” 

But if the Devil be stubborn, (for some of them are very dis- 
obedient,) there is a fourth, and a fifth, and a sixth exorcism, 
“and then he conjures the earth, the water, and the fire to 
make them of his party, and commands them not to harbour 
such villainous spirits, and commands hell to hear him, and obey 
his word, and conjures all the spirits in hell to take that spirit 
to themselves,” (for it may be they will understand their duty 
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better than that stubborn Devil, that is broke loose from thence.) 
But if this chance to fail, there is yet left a remedy that will do 
it. “He must make the picture of the Devil, and write his 
name over the head of it, and conjure the fire to burn it most 
horribly and hastily ;” and if the picture be upon wood or paper, 
it is ten to one that may be done. After all this stir, “ sprinkle 
more holy water, and take sulphur, galbanum, asafcetida, aris- 
tolochia, rue, 8. John’s wort; all which being distinctly blessed, 
the exorcist must hold the Devil’s picture over the fire, and ad- 
jure the Devil to hear him; and then he must not spare him, 
but tell him all his faults, and give him all his names, and ana- 
thematize him, and curse not only him but Lucifer too, and 
Beelzebub, and Satan, and Astaroth, and Behemot, and Beherit, 
and all together;” for indeed there is not one goodnatured devil 
amongst them all; “and then pray once more, and so throw 
the Devil’s picture into the fire, and then insult in a long form 
of crowing over him,” which is there set down. 

And now after all, if he will not go out, there is a seventh 
exorcism for him with new ceremonies. ‘“ He must shew him 
the consecrated host in the pix, pointing at it with his finger, 
and then conjure him again, and rail at him once more; to 
which purpose, there is a very fine form taken out of Prierius, 
and set down in the Flagellum Demonum; and then let the 
exorcist pronounce sentence against the Devil, and give him his 
oath, and then a commandment to go out of the several parts 
of his body, always taking care that at no hand he remain in 
the upper parts ;” and then is the Devil’s cue to come out, if he 
have a mind to it, (for that must be always supposed,) and then 
follow the thanksgivings. 

This is the manner of their devotion, described for the use of 
their exorcists; in which is such a heap of folly, madness, super- 
stition, blasphemy, and ridiculous guises and playings with the 
Devil, that if any man amongst us should use such things, he 
would be in danger of being tried at the next assizes for a witch 
or a conjurer; however, certain it is, whatever the Devil loses 
by pretending to obey the exorcist, he gains more by this horrible 
debauchery of Christianity. There needs no confutation of it, 
the impiety is visible and tangible; and it is sufficient to have 
told the story. 

Only this we say, as to the thing itself: 

The casting out of devils is a miraculous power, and given 
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at first for the confirmation of Christian faith, as the gifts of 
tongues and healing were, and therefore we have reason to be- 
lieve, that because it is not an ordinary power, the ordinary 
exorcisms cast out no more devils, than extreme unction cures 
sicknesses. We do not envy to any one, any grace of God, but 
wish it were more modestly pretended, unless it could be more 
evidently proved. Origen condemned this whole procedure of 
conjuring devils long since. Queret aliquis si convenit vel de- 
mones adjurare. Qui aspicit Jesum imperantem demonibus, sed 
etiam potestatem dantem discipulis super omnia demonia, et ut 
infirnritates sanarent, dicet, quoniam non est secundum potestatem 
datam a Salvatore adjurare demonia. Judaicum enim est»: “ Tf 
any one asks, whether it be fit to adjure devils; he that beholds 
Jesus commanding over devils, and also giving power to his dis- 
ciples over all unclean spirits, and to heal diseases, will say, 
that to adjure devils is not according to the power given by our 
blessed Saviour; for it is a Jewish trick :” and S. Chrysostom 
spake soberly and truly°, “ We poor wretches cannot drive away 
the flies, much less devils.” 

But then as to the manner of their conjurations and exor- 
cisms; this we say, if these things come from God, let them 
shew their warranty, and their books of precedents: if they 
come not from God, they are so like the enchantments of Ba- 
laam, the old heathens, and the modern magicians, that their 
original is soon discovered. 

But yet from what principle it comes, that they have made 
exorcists an ecclesiastical order, with special words and instru- 
ments of collation; and that the words of ordination giving them 
power only over possessed Christians, catechumens, or baptized, 
should by them be extended and exercised upon all infants, as if 
they were all possessed by the Devil; and not only so, but to 
bewitched cattle, to mice and locusts, to milk and lettuce, to 
houses and tempests; as if their charms were prophylactic, 
as well as therapeutic; and could keep, as well as drive the 
Devil out, and prevent storms like the old xadaQopvaakes of 
whom Seneca? makes mention: of these things we cannot guess 
at any probable principle, except they have derived them from 
the Jewish Cabala, or the exorcisms which it is said Solomon 
used, when he had consented to idolatry. 


n Tract. 35. in Matth. © In illa verba, “ Qui credit in me majora faciet.” 
P Quest. Nat. 1. 4. c. 6. 
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But these things are so unlike the wisdom and simplicity, the 
purity and spirituality of Christian devotion ; are so perfectly of 
their own devising, and wild imaginations; are so full of dirty 
superstitions, and ignorant fancies, that there are not in the 
world many things, whose sufferance and practice can more 
destroy the beauty of holiness, or reproach a church or society 
of Christians. 


SECTION XI. 


The church of Rome invents sacramentals of her own, without a Di- 
vine warrant. Such as holy water, paschal wax, oil, palm boughs, 
&e. Concerning which their doctrine is, that by these the blood of 
Christ is applied to us, and they not only signify but produce spirit- 
ual and supernatural effects. How the people are abused with 
legendary stories of miraculous cures wrought by them. And 
are taught in the sacraments themselves to rely so much upon 
their inherent virtue, as to take less care of moral and virtuous 
dispositions. 


To put our trust and confidence in God only, and to use min- 
istries of his own appointment and sanctification, is so essential 
a duty owing by us to God, that whoever trusts in any thing but 
God is a breaker of the first commandment ; and he that invents 
instrumental supports of his own head, and puts a subordinate 
ministerial confidence in them, usurps the rights of God, and 
does not pursue the interests of true religion, whose very essence 
and formality is to glorify God in all his attributes, and to do 
good to man, and to advance the honour and kingdom of Christ. 
Now how greatly the church of Rome prevaricates in this great 
soul of religion appears by too evident and notorious demonstra- 
tion ; for she hath invented sacramentals of her own, without a 
Divine warrant, Aci yap sept tév Oclov Kai dylwv ris alotews 
pvotnplov pndév Td rixov dvev TGV Oeiwy Tapadidoc0at ypadar, said 
8. Cyril4. Concerning the holy and Divine mysteries of faith or 
religion, we ought to do nothing by chance, or of our own heads, 
nothing without the authority of the Divine scriptures: but the 
church of Rome does otherwise; invents things of her own, and 
imputes spiritual effects to these sacramentals; and promises not 
only temporal blessings and immunities, and benedictions, but 
the collation or increment of spiritual graces, and remission of 
venial sins, and alleviation of pains due to mortal sins, to them 
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who shall use these sacramentals: which because God did not 
institute, and did not sanctify, they use them without faith, and 
rely upon them without a promise, and make themselves the foun- 
tains of these graces, and produce confidences, whose last resort 
is not upon God, who neither was the author nor is an approver 
of them. 

Of this nature are holy water, the paschal wax, oil, palm 
boughs, holy bread (not eucharistical), hats, Agnus Dei’s, medals, 
swords, bells, and roses, hallowed upon the Sunday called Letare 
Jerusalem: such as pope Pius the Second sent to James the IInd 
of Scotland, and Sixtus Quintus to the prince of Parma: concern- 
ing which their doctrine is this", ‘‘ That the blood of Christ is by 
these applied unto us; that they do not only signify, but produce 
spiritual effects ; that they blot out venial sins; that they drive 
away devils; that they cure diseases; and that though these 
things do not operate infallibly, as do the sacraments, and that 
God hath made no express covenant concerning them, yet by the 
devotion of them that use them, and the prayers of the church, 
they do prevail.” 

Now though it be easy to say, and it is notoriously true in the- 
ology, that the prayers of the church can never prevail but ac- 
cording to the grace which God hath promised; and either can 
only procure a blessing upon natural things, in order to their na- 
tural effects, or else an extraordinary supernatural effect, by virtue 
of a Divine promise ; and that these things are pretended to work 
beyond their natural force, and yet God hath not promised to 
them a supernatural blessing (as themselves confess) ; yet, be- 
sides the falseness of the doctrine on which these supersti- 
tions do rely, it is also as evident, that these instrumentalities 
produce an affiance and confidence in the creature, and estrange 
men’s hearts from the true religion and trust in God, while they 
think themselves blessed in their own inventions, and in digging 
to themselves cisterns of their own, and leaving the fountain of 
blessing and eternal life. 

To this purpose the Roman priests abuse the people with ro- 
mantic stories out of the Dialogues of S. Gregory, and venerable 
Bede; making them believe, that S. Fortunatus cured a man’s 
broken thigh with holy water; and that S. Malachias, the bishop 
of Down and Connor, cured a madman with the same medicine ; 


¥ Bellarm. de Cultu. Sanct. lib.3. cap.7. sect. secunda propositio, et sect. secund. ad 
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and that S. Hilarion cured many sick persons with holy bread and 
oil, (which indeed is the most likely of them all, as being good 
food and good medicine;) and although not so much as a chicken 
is nowadays cured of the pip by holy water, yet upon all occasions 
they use it; and the common people throw it upon children’s 
cradles, and sick cows’ horns, and upon them that are blasted ; 
and if they recover by any means, it is imputed to the holy water: 
and so the simplicity of Christian religion, the glory of our de- 
pendence on God, the wise order and economy of blessings in the 
gospel, the sacredness and mysteriousness of sacraments and 
Divine institutions, are disordered and dishonoured: the bishops 
and priests, inventing both the word and the element, institute a 
kind of sacrament, in great derogation to the supreme prerogative 
of Christ; and men are taught to go in ways which superstition 
hath invented, and interest does support. 

But there is yet one great instance more of this irreligion. 
Upon the sacraments themselves they are taught to rely with so 
little of moral and virtuous dispositions, that the efficacy of one 
is made to lessen the necessity of the other; and the sacraments 
are taught to be so effectual by an inherent virtue, that they are 
not so much made the instruments of virtue, as the suppletory ; 
not so much to increase, as to make amends for the want of 
grace: on which we shall not now insist, because it is sufficiently 
remarked in our reproof of the Roman doctrines in the matter 
of repentance. 


SECTION XII. 


Their doctrines, as explained by their practice, make men guilty of 
idolatry. They teach men to give Divine honour to creatures: as 
the same worship to the image and the prototype. ‘They teach the 
same thing with the heathens, whose worship of images was relative : 
and for a Christian to excuse himself by this, is to say, that for 
God's sake he will make bold to dishonour him. Of worship of the 
image of the cross, and their hopes of salvation in it. Their wor- 
shipping the consecrated bread and wine considered, and the things 
they say to excuse themselves from idolatry herein. 


Arrer all this, if their doctrines, as they are explicated by 
their practice, and the commentaries of their greatest doctors, 
do make their disciples guilty of idolatry, there is not any thing 
greater to deter men from them, than that danger to their souls 
which is imminent over them upon that account. 
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Their worshipping of images we have already reproved upon 
the account of its novelty and innovation in Christian religion. 
But that it is against good life, a direct breach of the second 
commandment, an act of idolatry, as much as the heathens them- 
selves were guilty of, in relation to the second commandment, is 
but too evident by the doctrines of their own leaders. 

For if to give Divine honour to a creature be idolatry, then 
the doctors of the church of Rome teach their people to commit 
idolatry: for they affirm, that the same worship which is given 
to the prototype or principal, the same is to be given to the 
image of it. As we worship the holy Trinity and Christ, so we 
may worship the images of the Trinity and of Christ; that is, 
with datria, or Divine honour. “This is the constant sentence of 
the divines, The image is to be worshipped with the same honour 
and worship with which we worship those whose image it is,” 
said Azorius’, their great: master of casuistical theology. And 
this is the doctrine of their great S$. Thomas, of Alexander of 
Ales, Bonaventure, Albertus, Richardus, Capreolus, Cajetan, 
Coster, Valentia, Vasquez, the Jesuits of Colein, Triers, and 
Mentz, approving Coster’s opinion. 

Neither can this be eluded by saying, that though the same 
worship be given to the image of Christ as to Christ himself, yet 
it is not done in the same way; for it is terminatively to Christ 
or God, but relatively to the image, that is, to the image for God’s 
or Christ’s sake. For this is that we complain of, that they give 
the same worship to an image which is due to God ; for what cause 
soever it be done it matters not, save only that the excuse makes 
it in some sense the worse for the apology. For to do a thing 
which God hath forbidden, and to say it is done for God’s sake, 
is to say, that for his sake we displease him ; for his sake we give 
that to a creature which is God’s own propriety. But, besides 
this, we affirm, and it is of itself evident, that whoever, Christian 
or heathen, worships the image of any thing, cannot possibly 
worship that image terminatively, for the very being of an image 
is relative; and therefore if the man understands but common 
sense, he must suppose and intend that worship to be relative, 
and a heathen could not worship an image with any other wor- 
ship; and the second commandment, forbidding to worship the 
likeness of any thing in heaven and earth, does only forbid that 
thing which is in heaven to be worshipped by an image, that is, it 

$ Instit. Moral. part.1. 1.9. ¢. 6. 
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forbids only a relative worship : for it is a contradiction to say, 
This is the image of God, and yet this is God; and therefore it 
must be also a contradiction to worship an image with Divine 
worship terminatively, for then it must be that the image of a 
thing is that thing whose image it is. And therefore these doc- 
tors teach the same thing which they condemn in the heathens. 
But they go yet a little further: the image of the cross they 
worship with Divine honour; and therefore, although this Divine 
worship is but relative, yet consequently, the cross itself is wor- 
shipped terminatively by Divine adoration. For the image of 
the cross hath it relatively, and for the cross’s sake, therefore 
the cross itself is the proper and full object of the Divine adora- 
tion. Now that they do and teach this, we charge upon them 
by undeniable records: for in the very Pontifical published by 
the authority of pope Clement the VIIIth' these words are 
found, “ The legate’s cross must be on the right hand, because 
latria, or Divine honour, is due to it.” And if Divine honour 
relative be due to the legate’s cross, which is but the image of 
Christ’s cross, then this Divine worship is terminated on Christ’s 
cross, which is certainly but a mere creature. To this purpose 
are the words of Almain, “ The images of the Trinity and of the 
cross are to be adored with the worship of Jatria,’”’ that is, 
Divine. Now if the image of the cross be the intermedial, then 
the cross itself, whose image that is, must be the last object of 
this Divine worship; and if this be not idolatry, it can never be 
told what is the notion of the word. But this passes also into 
other real effects: and well may the cross itself be worshipped 
by Divine worship, when the church places her hopes of salva- 
tion on the cross; for so she does, says Aquinas, and makes one 
the argument of the other, and proves that the church places 
her hopes of salvation on the cross, that is, on the instrument of 
Christ’s passion, by a hymn which she uses in her offices; but 
this thing we have remarked above, upon another occasion. Now 
although things are brought to a very ill state, when Christians 
are so probably and apparently charged with idolatry, and that 
the excuses are too fine to be understood by them that need 
them; yet no excuse can acquit these things, when the most 
that is or can be said is this, that although that which is God’s 
due is given to a creature, yet it is given with some difference 
of intention, and metaphysical abstraction and separation ; espe- 
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cially, since, if there can be idolatry in the worshipping of an 
image, it is certain, that a relative Divine worship is this idolatry ; 
for no man that worships an image (in that consideration or for- 
mality) can make the image the last object : either therefore the 
heathens were not idolaters in the worshipping of an image, or 
else these men are. The heathens did indeed infinitely more 
violate the first commandment ; but against the second, precisely 
and separately from the first, the transgression is alike. 

The same also is the case in their worshipping the consecrated 
bread and wine: of which how far they will be excused before 
God by their ignorant pretensions and suppositions, we know 
not; but they hope to save themselves harmless by saying, that 
they believe the bread to be their Saviour, and that if they did 
not believe so, they would not do so. We believe that they say 
true; but we are afraid that this will no more excuse them than 
it will excuse those who worship the sun and moon, and the 
queen of heaven, whom they would not worship, if they did not 
believe to have Divinity in them: and it may be observed, that 
they are very fond of that persuasion by which they are led into 
this worship. The error might be some excuse, if it were pro- 
bable, or if there were much temptation to it: but when they 
choose this persuasion, and have nothing for it but a tropical 
expression of scripture, which rather than not believe in the 
natural, useless, and impossible sense, they will defy all their 
own reason, and four of the five operations of their soul, seeing, 
smelling, tasting, and feeling, and contradict the plain doctrine 
of the ancient church, before they can consent to believe this 
error, that bread is changed into God, and the priest can make 
his Maker: we have too much cause to fear, that the error is 
too gross to admit an excuse; and it is hard to suppose it in- 
vincible and involuntary, because it is so hard, and so untempt- 
ing, and so unnatural to admit the error. We do desire that 
God may find an excuse for it, and that they would not. But 
this we are most sure of, that they might, if they pleased, find 
many excuses, or rather just causes for not giving Divine honour 
to the consecrated elements ; because there are so many con- 
tingencies in the whole conduct of this affair, and we are so 
uncertain of the priest’s intention, and we can never be made 
certain, that there is not in the whole order of causes any in- 
validity in the consecration; and it is so impossible that any 
man should be sure that Here, and Now, and This bread is tran- 
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substantiated, and is really the natural body of Christ, that it 
were fit to omit the giving God’s due to that which they do not 
know to be any thing but a piece of bread; and it cannot con- 
sist with holiness, and our duty to God, certainly to give Divine 
worship to that thing, which, though their doctrine were true, 
they cannot know certainly to have a Divine being”. 


SECTION XIII. 


A recapitulation of matters foregoing: shewing the injury they do to 
Christian religion ; in its faith, hope, repentance, and charity, its 
Divine worship, celebration of sacraments, and keeping the com- 
mandments of God. So that if there are good Christians in the 
Roman communion, yet they are not such as they are papists; it is 
by God’s grace they are so, not by their opinions, which tend to 
diminish and destroy goodness in them. 


Anp now we shall plainly represent to our charges how this 
whole matter stands. The case is this; the religion of a Christ- 
ian consists in faith and hope, repentance and charity, Divine 
worship, and celebration of the sacraments, and finally, in keep- 
ing the commandments of God. Now in all these, both in doc- 
trines and practices, the church of Rome does dangerously err, 
and teaches men so to do. 

They do injury to faith, by creating new articles, and enjoin- 
ing them as of necessity to salvation. They spoil their hope, by 
placing it upon creatures, and devices of their own. They 
greatly sin against charity, by damning all that are not of their 
opinion, in things false or uncertain, right or wrong. They 
break in pieces the salutary doctrine of repentance, making it 
to be consistent with a wicked life, and little or no amendment. 
They worship they know not what, and pray to them that hear 
them not, and trust on that which helps them not. And as for 
the commandments, they leave one of them out of their cate- 
chisms and manuals; and while they contend earnestly against 
some opponents for the possibility of keeping them all, they do 
not insist upon the necessity of keeping any in the course of 
their lives, till the danger or article of their death. And con- 

u Nemini potest per fidem constare se Non potest quis esse certus certitudine 
recepisse vel minimum sacramentum. Est- fidei se percipere verum sacramentum : 
que hoc ita certum ex fide, ac clarum est cum sacramentum sine intentione mini- 
nos vivere. Nulla est via, qua citrareve- stri non conficiatur, et intentionem alte- 
lationem nosse possumus intentionem mi- rius nemo videre potest. Bellarm. lib. 3. 
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cerning the sacraments, they have egregiously prevaricated in 
two points. For not to mention their reckoning of seven sacra- 
ments, which we only reckon to be an unnecessary and unscho- 
lastical error; they take the one half of the principal away from 
the laity; and they institute little sacraments of their own ; 
they invent rites, and annex spiritual graces to them, what they 
please themselves, of their own heads, without a Divine warrant 
or institution: and at last persuade their people to that which 
can never be excused at least from material idolatry. 

If these things can consist with the duty of Christians, not 
only to eat what they worship, but to adore those things with 
Divine worship which are not God; to reconcile a wicked life 
with certain hopes and expectations of heaven at last, and to 
place these hopes upon other things than God, and to damn all 
the world that are not Christians at this rate: then we have 
lost the true measures of Christianity; and the doctrine and 
discipline of Christ is not a natural and rational religion ; not a 
religion that makes men holy, but a confederacy under the con- 
duct of a sect; and it must rest in forms and ceremonies, and 
devices of man’s invention. And although we do not doubt but 
that the goodness of God does so prevail over all the follies and 
malice of mankind, that there are in the Roman communion 
many very good Christians, yet they are not such as they are 
papists, but by something that is higher, and before that, some- 
thing that is of an abstract and more sublime consideration. 
And though the good people amongst them are what they are by 
the grace and goodness of God, yet by all or any of these opin- 
ions they are not so: but the very best suffer diminution and alloy 
by these things; and very many more are wholly subverted and 
destroyed. 


CHAPTER ITI. 


The church of Rome teaches doctrines which in many things are 
destructive of Christian society in general, and of monarchy in 
special: both which, the religion of the church of England and 
Ireland does by her doctrines greatly and Christianly support. 


SECTION I. 


Instances of doctrines taught in the church of Rome destructive of 
societies: as lying and equivocating, especially before a magistrate, 
to elude his examinations. No contracts, vows, oaths, a sufficient 
security in dealing with them. Council of Constance was against 
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keeping faith with heretics; and Hus and Hierom of Prague felt 
the sad effects of it: they would have done the same to Luther at 
Worms, had not the emperor hindered. Of the pope’s dispensing 
with oaths and vows, and in contracts of marriage and divorces. 


Tar in the church of Rome it is publicly taught by their 
greatest doctors, that it is lawful to lie, or deceive the question 
of the magistrate, to conceal their name, and to tell a false one, 
to elude all examinations, and make them insignificant and tooth- 
less, cannot be doubted by any man that knows how the English 
priests have behaved themselves in the times of queen Elizabeth, 
king James, and the blessed martyr king Charles I. Emonerius 
wrote in defence of it; and father Barnes, who wrote a book 
against lying and equivocating, was suspected for a heretic, and 
smarted severely under their hands. 

“To him that asks you again for what you have paid him 
already, you may safely say you never had any thing of him; 
meaning, so as to owe it him now.” It is the doctrine of Ema- 
nuel S& and Sanchez; which we understand to be a great lie 
and a great sin, it being at the best a deceiving of the law, that 
you be not deceived by your creditor; that is, a doing evil to 
prevent one; a sin, to prevent the losing of your money. 

If a man asks his wife if she be an adulteress, though she 
be, yet she may say she is not, if in her mind secretly she say, 
‘not with a purpose to tell you:” so cardinal Tolet? teaches. 
And if a man swears he will take such a one to his wife, being 
compelled to swear, he may secretly mean, “if hereafter she do 
please me.” And if a man swears to a thief that he will give 
him twenty crowns, he may secretly say, ‘‘»if I please to do so;” 
and then he is not bound. And of this doctrine Vasquez brags, 
as of a rare, though new invention, saying it is gathered out of 
S. Austin and Thomas Aquinas, who only found out the way of 
saying nothing in such cases and questions asked by judges ; 
but this invention was drawn out by assiduous disputations. 
“He that promises to say an Ave Mary, and swears he will, or 
vows to do it, yet sins not mortally though he does not do it,” 
said the great Navar‘¢, and others whom he follows. There is 
yet a further degree of this iniquity: not only in words, but in 
real actions, it is lawful to deceive or rob your brother, when to 
do so is necessary for the preservation of your fame: for no man 
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is bound to restore stolen goods, that is, to cease from doing 
injury, with the peril of his credit. So Navar, and cardinal 
Cajetan, and Tolet4 teaches; who adds also, Hoc multi dicunt, 
quorum sententiam potest quis tuta conscientia sequi; “ Many say 
the same thing; whose doctrine any man may follow with a safe 
conscience.” Nay, “to save a man’s credit, an honest man, that 
is ashamed to beg, may steal what is necessary for him,” says 
Diana. 

Now by these doctrines¢ a man is taught how to be an honest 
thief, and to keep what he is bound to restore: and by these 
we may not only deceive our brother, but the law; and not the 
law only, but God also, even with on oath, if the matter be but 
small: it never makes God angry with you, or puts you out of 
the state of grace. But if the matter be great, yet, to prevent 
a great trouble to yourself, you may conceal a truth by saying 
that which is false; according to the general doctrine of the late 
casuists. So that a man is bound to keep truth and honesty 
when it is for his turn, but not if it be to his own hinderance ; 
and therefore David was not in the right, but was something 
too nice, in the resolution of the like case in the fifteenth Psalm. 
Now although we do not affirm that these particulars are the 
doctrine of the whole church of Rome, because little things, and 
of this nature, never are considered in their public articles of 
confession; yet a man may do these vile things, (for so we 
understand them to be,) and find justifications and warranty, and 
shall not be affrighted with the terrors of damnation, nor the 
imposition of penances: he may for all these things be a good ca- 
tholic, though, it may be, not a very good Christian. But since 
these things are affirmed by so many, “ the opinion is probable, 
and the practice safe,” saith cardinal Toletf. 

But we shall instance in things of more public concern and 
catholic authority. No contracts, leagues, societies, promises, 
vows, or oaths, are a sufficient security to him that deals with 
one of the church of Rome, if he shall please to make use of 
that liberty which may, and many times is, and always can be 
granted to him. For, first, it is affirmed, and was practised by 
a whole council of bishops at Constance, that faith is not to be 
kept with heretics; and John Hus, and Hierom of Prague, and 
Savanarola, felt the mischief of violation of public faith; and 

d Apud Tolet. Instr. Sacerd 1. 5. c. 24. e In Compend. p. 335. Lugduni, 
A.D. 1641. f Ubi supra. 
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the same thing was disputed fiercely at Worms, in the case of 
Luther, to whom Cesar had given a safe-conduct, and very 
many would have had it to be broken; but Caesar was a better 
Christian than the ecclesiastics and their party, and more a gen- 
tleman. But that no scrupulous princes may keep their words 
any more in such cases, or think themselves tied to perform 
their safe-conducts given to heretics, there is a way found out 
by a new catholic doctrine: Becanusé& shall speak this point in- 
stead of the rest; “‘ There are two distinct tribunals, and the 
ecclesiastical is the superior ; and therefore, if a secular prince 
gives his subjects a safe-conduct, he cannot extend it to the 
superior tribunal, nor, by any security given, hinder the bishop 
or the pope to exercise their jurisdiction.” And upon the account 
of this, or the like doctrine, the pope and the other ecclesiastics 
did prevail at Constance for the burning of their prisoners, to 
whom safe-conduct had been granted. But these things are 
sufficiently known by the complaints of the injured persons. 

But not only to heretics, but to our friends also we may break 
our promises, if the pope give us leave. It is a public and an 
avowed doctrine, that if a man have taken an oath of a thing 
lawful and honest, and in his power, yet if it hinders him from 
doing a greater good, the pope can dispense with his oath, and 
take off the obligation. This is expressly affirmed by one of the 
most moderate of them, Canus®, bishop of the Canaries. But 
beyond dispute, and even without a dispensation, they all of 
them own it, that if a man have promised to a woman to marry 
her, and is betrothed to her, and hath sworn it, yet if he will, 
before the consummation, enter into a monastery, his oath shall 
not bind him, his promise is null; but his second promise, that 
shall stand. And he that denies this is accursed by the council 
of Trent. 

Not only husbands and wives espoused may break their vows 
and mutual obligation against the will of one another, but in the 
church of Rome children have leave given them to disobey their 
parents, so they will but turn friars: and this they might do, 
girls at twelve, and boys at the age of fourteen years; but the 
council of Trent enlarged it to sixteen: but the thing was taught 
and decreed by pope Clement the IIIrd, and Thomas Aquinas* 

& Theol. Scholast. k Cap. Cum virum de_ regularibus. 
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did so, and then it was made lawful by him and his scholars ; 
though it was expressly against the doctrine and laws of the 
preceding ages of the church, as appears in the ecapitulars of 
Charles the Great. But thus did the Pharisees teach their chil- 
dren to cry Corban, and neglect their parents; to pretend religion 
in prejudice of filial piety. In this particular Airodius, a French 
lawyer, an excellently learned man, suffered sadly by the loss 
and forcing of a hopeful son from him, and he complained most 
excellently in a book written on purpose upon this subject. 

But these mischiefs are doctrinal, and accounted lawful; but 
in the matter of marriages and contracts, promises and vows, 
where a doctrine fails, it can be supplied by the pope’s power : 
which thing is avowed and owned, without a cover: for when 
pope Clement the Vth condemned the order of Knights Tem- 
plars, he disowned any justice or right in doing it, but stuck to 
his power: 1 Quanguam de jure non possumus, tamen ex plenitudine 
potestatis dictum ordinem reprobamus ; that is, “ though by right 
we cannot do it, yet by the fulness of power we condemn the 
said order ;” for he can dispense always, and in all things where 
there is cause, and in many things where there is no cause, sed 
sub majori pretio, “ under a greater price,” said the tax of the 
Datary ; where the price of the several dispensations, even in 
causa turpi, ‘in base and filthy causes,” are set down. 

™ Intranti nummo quasi quodam prineipe summo 
Exiliunt valve, nihil auditur nisi salve. 

Nay, the pope can dispense supra jus, contra jus » “above law, and 
against law and right,” said Mosconius®, in his books of “the 
Majesty of the militant Church.” “For the pope’s tribunal and 
God’s is but one; and therefore every reasonable creature is 
subject to the pope’s empire,” said the same author. And what 
dispensations he usually gives, we are best informed by a gloss of 
their own upon the canon law°; Nota mirabile, quod cum ¢o 
qui peccat dispensatur, cum illo autem qui non peccat non dispen- 
satur. It is a wonderful thing that they should dispense with a 
fornicator, but not with him who marries after the death of his 
first wife. They give divorces for marriages in the fourth degree, 
and give dispensation to marry in the second. These things are 
a sufficient charge, and yet evidently so, and publicly owned. 


1Thom. Walsingham. Jacobum de Terano ; et Ravis. de concil. 
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We need not aggravate this matter by what Panormitan and 
others do sayP, that the pope hath power to dispense in all the 
laws of God, except the articles of faith: and how much of this 
they own and practise needs no greater instance than that which 
Volaterran tells of pope Innocent the VIIIth, that he gave the 
Norvegians a dispensation, not only to communicate, but to con- 
secrate in bread only. 

As the pope by his dispensations undertakes to dissolve the or- 
dinances of God, so also the most solemn contracts of men; of 
which a very great instance was given by pope Clement the VIIth, 
who dispensed with the oath which Francis the Ist of France 
solemnly swore to Charles the Vth emperor, after the battle of 
Pavy, and gave him leave to be perjured. And one of the late 
popes dispensed with the bastard son of the Conde D’ Olivarez, or 
rather, plainly dissolved his marriage which he made and consum- 
mated with Isabella D’ Azueta, whom he had publicly married 
when he was but a mean person, the son of Donna Marguerita 
Spinola, and under the name of Julian Valeazar. But when 
the Conde had declared him his son and heir, the pope dissolved 
the first marriage, and gave him leave, under the name of Henry 
Philip de Guzman, to marry D. Juana de.Valesco, daughter to 
the constable of Castile. 

And now, if it be considered what influence these doctrines 
have upon societies and communities of men, they will need no 
further reproof than a mere enumeration of the mischiefs they 
produce. They by this means legitimate adulterous and inces- 
tuous marriages, and disannul lawful contracts: they give leave 
to a spouse to break his or her vow and promise; and to children 
to disobey their parents, and perhaps to break their mother’s 
heart, or to undo a family. No words can bind your faith, be- 
cause you can be dispensed with; and if you swear you will not 
procure a dispensation, you can as well be dispensed with for that 
perjury as the other; and you cannot be tied so fast, but the pope 
can unloose you. So that there is no certainty in your promise 
to God, or faith to men; in judicatories to magistrates, or in con- 
tracts with merchants ; in the duty of children to their parents, 
of husbands to their wives, or wives to their contracted husbands, 
of a catholic to a heretic; and, last of all, a subject to his prince 
cannot be bound so strictly, but if the prince be not of the 
pope’s persuasion, or be by him judged a tyrant, his subjects 
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shall owe him no obedience. But this is of particular considera- 
tion, and reserved for the third section. 


SECTION Il. 


Exemption of the clergy from the jurisdiction of secular princes. This 
pretended to be by Divine right. The evil consequences of it. Plain 
scripture against it. The sacredness of the seal of confession: not 
to be broken to prevent the greatest evil and mischief. 


Tere is yet another instance by which the church of Rome 
does intolerable prejudice to governments and societies; in which, 
although the impiety is not so apparent, yet the evil is more 
owned, and notorious, and defended ; and that is, the exemption 
of their clergy from the jurisdiction of secular princes and magis- 
trates, both in their estates and persons; not only in the matters 
of simony, heresy, and apostasy; but in matters of theft, perjury, 
murder, adultery, blasphemy, and treason: in which cases they 
suffer not a clergyman to be judged by the secular power, until 
the church hath quit him, and turned him over, and given them 
leave to proceed. This was verified in the synod of Dalmatia, 
held by the legates of pope Innocent the [JIrd, and is now in the 
church of Rome pretended to be by Divine right: “ For it cannot 
be proved that secular princes are the lawful superiors and judges 
of clergymen, unless it can be proved that the sheep are better 
than the shepherd, or sons than their fathers, or temporals than 
spirituals,” said Bellarmine. “And therefore it is a shame,” says 
he’, “to see princes contending with bishops for precedency or for 
lands. For the truth is this, (whatever the custom be,) the 
prince is the bishop’s subject, not the bishop the prince’s: for no 
man can serve two masters ; the pope is their own superior, and 
therefore the secular prince cannot be.” So both Bellarmine and 
Suarez’ conclude this doctrine out of scripture. 

And although in this, as in all things else, when he finds it for 
the advantage of the church, the pope can dispense, and divers 
popes of Rome did give power to the commonwealth of Venice to 
judge clergymen, and punish them for great offences; yet how 
ill this was taken by Paulus V at their hands, and what stirs he 
made in Christendom concerning it, the world was witness; and 
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it is to be read in the history of the Venetian interdict, and not 
without great difficulty defended by Mareus Antonius Peregri- 
nus, M. Antonius Othelius, and Joachim Scaynus of Padua, 
beside the doctors of Venice. 

Now if it be considered how great a part of mankind in the 
Roman communion are clergymen, and how great a portion of 
the lands and revenues in each kingdom they have, to pretend a 
Divine right of exemption of their persons from secular judicato- 
ries, and their lands from secular burdens and charges of the com- 
monwealth, is to make religion a very little friend to the public ; 
and causes that by how much there is more of religion, by so much 
there is the less of piety and public duty. Princes have many 
times felt the evil, and are always subject to it, when so many 
thousand persons are in their kingdoms, and yet subjects to a 
foreign power. But we need not trouble ourselves to reckon the 
evils consequent to this procedure, themselves have owned them, 
even the very worst of things: “The rebellion of a clergyman 
against his prince is not treason, because he is not his prince’s 
subject.” It is expressly taught by Emanuel Sat: and because 
the Frenchmen, in zeal to their own king, could not endure this 
doctrine, these words were left out of the edition of Paris, but 
still remain in the editions of Antwerp and Collen. But the thing 
is a general rule, “that all ecclesiastical persons are free from se- 
cular jurisdiction in causes criminal, whether civil or ecclesias- 
tical: and this rule is so general, that it admits no exception ; 
and so certain, that it cannot be denied, unless you will contra- 
dict the principles of faith:” so father Suarez4. And this is pre- 
tended to be allowed by councils, sacred canons, and all the doc- 
tors of laws human and divine; for so Bellarmine* affirms. 
Against which, since it is a matter of faith and doctrine which 
we now charge upon the church of Rome, as an enemy to public 
government, we shall think it sufficient to oppose against their 
pretension the plain and easy words of S. Paul, y Let every soul be 
subject to the higher powers. Every soul; ‘that is,” saith S. Chry- 
sostom’, ‘“‘whether he be a monk or an evangelist, a prophet or 
an apostle.” 

Of the like iniquity, when it is extended to its utmost commen- 
tary which the commenters of the church of Rome put upon it, is 
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the Divine right of the seal of confession ; which they make so 
sacred, to serve such ends as they have chosen, “that it may not 
be broken up to save the lives of princes, or of the whole repub- 
lic,” saith Tolet?: ‘No, not to save all the world,” said Henri- 
quez>: not to save an innocent, not to keep the world from 
burning, or religion from perversion, or all the sacraments from 
demolition. ‘ Indeed it is lawful,” saith Bellarmine’, “if a 
treason be known to a priest in confession, and he may in 
general words give notice to a pious and catholic prince, but not 
to a heretic ;” ‘‘and that was acutely and prudently said by him,” 
said Father Suarez. Father Binet‘ is not so kind even to the 
catholic princes; for he says, “that it is better that all the kings 
of the world should perish, than that the seal of confession should 
be so much as once broken ;” ‘‘and this is the catholic doctrine,” 
said Kudeemon Joannes, in his Apology for Garnet: and for it he 
also quotes Suarez® But it is enough to have named this. How 
little care these men take of the lives of princes, and the public 
interest, which they so greatly undervalue to every trifling fancy 
of their own, is but too evident by these doctrines. 


SECTION III. 


Their doctrines enemies to the dignity, powers, and lives of princes. 
The whole order of Jesuits subject princes to the pope; whose 
power extends to temporal punishments, and depriving them of their 
kingdoms. The method of doing it, and how they answer the pre- 
cepts of obeying kings. Instances of putting the deposing power in 
execution. Answer to the objection that this is but the private 
cpinion of some doctors, not the doctrine of the church. A conclu- 
sion, exhorting all that desire to be saved, to decline these horrid 
doctrines. 


Tue last thing we shall remark for the instruction and caution 
of our charges is not the least. The doctrines of the church of 
Rome are great enemies to the dignity and security, to the powers 
and lives of princes: and this we shall briefly prove by setting 
down the doctrines themselves, and their consequent practices. 

And here we observe, that not only the whole order of Jesuits 
is a great enemy to monarchy, by subjecting the dignity of 
princes to the pope, by making the pope the supreme monarch of 


a Instruct. Sacerd. 1. 3. c. 16. ¢ Apol. cont. Reg. M. Brit. c. 13. 
b De Peenit. 1. 2. ¢.19.n. 5. ad Cont. Reg. Ang.1.9.¢.3. © Cap. 13. 
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Christians; but they also teach, that it is a catholic doctrine, 
the doctrine of the church. 

“The pope hath a supreme power of disposing the temporal 
things of all Christians in order to a spiritual good,” saith Bel- 
larminef. And Becanus discourses of this very largely in his 
book of the English Controversy, printed by Albin, at Mentz, 
1612. But because this book was ordered to be purged, (una 
litura potest,) we shall not insist upon it; but there is as bad 
which was never censured. Bellarmine says, “ that the ecclesi- 
astical republic can command and compel the temporal, which is 
indeed its subject, to change the administration, and to depose 
princes, and to appoint others, when it cannot otherwise defend 
the spiritual good.” And father Suarez» says the same: “The 
power of the pope extends itself to the coercion of kings with 
temporal punishments, and depriving them of their kingdoms, 
when necessity requires; nay, this power is more necessary over 
princes than over subjects.” The same also is taught by Santarel, 
in his book of Heresy and Schism, printed at Rome, 1626. 

But the mischief of this doctrine proceeds a little further. 

Cardinal Toleti affirms, and our countryman, father Bridge- 
water, commends the saying, “ That when a prince is excommu- 
nicate, before the denunciation the subjects are not absolved 
from their oath of allegiance, as Cajetan says well; yet when it 
is denounced, they are not only absolved from their obedience, 
but are bound not to obey, unless the fear of death, or loss of 
goods, excuse them; which was the case of the English catholics 
in the time of Henry the VIIIth.” And father Creswell‘ says, 
it is “the sentence of all catholics, that subjects are bound to 
expel heretical princes, if they have strength enough ; and that 
to this they are tied by the commandment of God, the most 
strict tie of conscience, and the extreme danger of their souls.” 
“ Nay, even before the sentence is declared, though the subjects 
are not bound to it, yet lawfully they may deny obedience to an 
heretical prince,” said Gregory de Valentia!. 

It were an endless labour to transcribe the horrible doctrines 
which are preached in the Jesuits’ school, to the shaking off the 
regal power of such princes which are not of the Roman commu- 


f De sum. Pontif. 1. 5.c. 6. i Concer. Eccl. in Angl. fol. 336. 
& De sum. Pontif. 1. 5.¢. 7. k In Philopat. sect. 2. n. 160. and 162. 
h Defens. Fid. Cath. L ii. c. 23. sect. 10. l Tom. 3. disp.1. q. 12. punct. 2. 
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nion. The whole economy of it is well described by Bellarmine™, 
who affirms, “ that it does not belong to monks, or other ecclesi- 
astics, to commit murders, neither do the popes use to proceed 
that way. But their manner is, first fatherly to correct princes, 
then by ecclesiastical censures to deprive them of the communion, 
then to absolve their subjects from the oath of allegiance, and to 
deprive them of their kingly dignity. And what then? The 
execution belongs to others.” This is the way of the popes, thus 
wisely and moderately to break kings in pieces. 

We delight not to aggravate evil things: we therefore forbear 
to set down those horrid things spoken by Sa, Mariana, Santarel, 
Carolus Scribanius, and some others. It is enough that Suarez" 
says, ‘an excommunicate king may with impunity be deposed or 
killed by any one.” This is the case of kings and princes by the 
sentence of the chiefest Roman doctors. And if it be objected, 
that we are commanded fo obey kings, not to speak evil of them, nor 
to curse them, no not in our heart; there is a way found out to 
answer these little things. For though the apostle commands 
that we should be subject to higher powers, and obey kings, and 
all that are in authority: it is true, you must, and so you may 
well enough for all this; for the pope can make that he who is 
a king shall be no king, and then you are disobliged: so Bellar- 
mine®. And if after all this there remains any scruple of consci- 
ence, it ought to be remembered, that though even after a prince 
is excommunicated, it should be of itself a sin to depose or kill 
the prince; yet if the pope commands you, it is no sin. “ For 
if the pope should err by commanding sin, or forbidding virtues, 
yet the church were bound to believe that the vices were good, 
and the virtues evil; unless she would sin against her conscience.” 
They are the very words of Bellarmine?P. 

But they add more particulars of the same bran: “The sons 
of an heretical father are made suz juris, that is, free from their 
father’s power. A catholic wife is not tied to pay her duty to 
an heretical husband, and the servants are not bound to do 
service to such masters.” These are the doctrines of their great 
Azorius; and as for kings, he affirms, they may be deposed for 
heresy. But all this is only in the case of heretical princes : 


but what for others? 
Even the Roman catholic princes are not free from this 


m Cont. Barcl.c. 7. © Cont. Barcl. c. 7. 
n Ubi supra, |. 6. ¢. 6. sect. 24. P De Rom. Pontif.1. 4. ¢. 5. 
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danger. All the world knows what the pope did to king Chilperick 
of France: he deposed him, and put Pipin in his place; and did 
what he could to have put Albert, king of the Romans, in the 
throne of Philip surnamed the Fair. They were the popes of 
Rome, who armed the son against the father; the emperor 
Henry IV; and the son fought against him, took him prisoner, 
shaved him, and thrust him into a monastery, where he died with 
grief and hunger. We will not speak of the emperor Frederick, 
Henry the Sixth, emperor; the duke of Savoy, against whom he 
caused Charles the Vth and Francis the Ist of France to take 
arms; nor of Francis Dandalus, duke of Venice, whom he bound 
with chains, and fed him as dogs are fed, with bones and scraps 
under his table: our own Henry the IInd and king John were 
“great instances of what princes in their case may expect from 
that religion. These were the piety of the Father of Christen- 
dom.” But these were the product of the doctrine which Clement 
the Vth vented in the council of Vienna, omne jus requm a se 
pendere: the rights of all kings depend upon the pope. And 
therefore even their catholic princes are at their mercy; and 
they would, if they durst, use them accordingly : if they do but 
favour hereties or schismaties, receive them or defend them ; if 
the emperor be perjured, if he rashly break a league made with 
the see apostolic, if he do not keep the peace promised to the 
church, if he be sacrilegious, if he dissipate the goods of the 
church, the pope may depose him, said Azorius. And Santarel4 
says he may do it, in case the prince or emperor be insufficient, 
if he be wicked, if he be unprofitable, if he does not defend the 
church'. This is very much, but yet there is something more; 
this may be done, if he impose new gabels or imposts upon his 
subjects, without the pope’s leave; for if they do not pretend to 
this also, why does the pope in Bulla Cane Dominis excommu- 
nicate all princes that do it? 

Now if it be inquired, by what authority the pope does these 
things? it is answered, That the pope hath a supreme and abso- 
lute authority ; both the spiritual and the temporal power is in 
the pope, as Christ’s vicar, said Azorius and Santarel. The 
church hath the right of a superior lord over the rights of princes 
and their temporalties ; and that by her jurisdiction she disposes 
of temporals ut de suo peculio, as of her own proper goods, said 


9 Instit. Moral. part. 2.1.10. ¢. 9. 8 See Mart. Vivaldus de Bulla Coene 
© Ubi supra. Domini. 
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our countryman Weston‘, rector of the college at Doway. Nay, 
the pope hath power im omnia, per omnia, super omnia, “in all 
things, through all things, and over all things ;” and the “ sub- 
limity and immensity of the supreme bishop is so great, that no 
mortal man can comprehend it,” said Cassenzeus; “no man can 
express it, no man can think it:” so that it is no wonder what 
Papirius Massonus said of pope Boniface the VIIIth, that he 
owned himself not only as the lord of France, but of all the 
world". 

Now we are sure it will be said, that this is but the private 
opinion of some doctors, not the doctrine of the church of Rome. 
To this we reply; 1. It is not the private opinion of a few, but 
their public doctrine owned, and offered to be justified to all the 
world, as appears in the preceding testimonies. 2. It is the 
opinion of all the Jesuit order, which is now the greatest and 
most glorious in the church of Rome; and the maintenance of it 
is the subject-matter of their new vow of obedience to the pope, 
that is, to advance his grandeur. 3. Not only the Jesuits, but all 
the canonists in the church of Rome contend earnestly for these 
doctrines. 4, This they do upon the authority of the Decretals, 
their own law*, and the decrees of councils. 5. Not only the Je- 
suits and canonists, but others also of great note amongst them, 
earnestly contend for these doctrines; particularly Cassenzeus, Zo- 
dericusy, the archbishop of Florence, Petrus de Monte?, S. Tho- 
mas Aquinas», Bozius, Baronius, and many others. 6. Themselves 
tell us it is a matter of faith; father Creswell¢ says, “it is the 
sentence of all catholics;” and they that do not admit these doc- 
trines, father Rosweyd¢ calls them “ half Christians, grinners, 
barking royalists, and a new sect of catholics ;” and Eudemon 
Joannes© says, ‘“‘ that without question it is a heresy in the 
judgment of all catholics.” Now in such things which are not 
in their creeds and public confessions, from whence should we 
know the doctrines of their church, but from their chiefest and 
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most leading doctors, who it is certain would fain have all the 
world believe it to be the doctrine of their church? And there- 
fore as it is certain that any Roman catholic may with allowance 
be of this opinion, so he will be esteemed the better and more 
zealous catholic if he be; and if it were not for fear of princes, 
who will not lose their crowns for their foolish doctrines, there 
is no peradventure but it would be declared to be de fide, a mat- 
ter of faith, as divers of them of late do not stick tc say. And 
of this the pope gives but too much evidence, since he will not 
take away the scandal, which is so greatly given to all Christian 
kings and republics, by a public and a just condemnation of it. 
Nay, it is worse than thus; for Sixtus Quintus, upon the 11th 
of September, A. D.1589, in an oration in a conclave of cardinals, 
did solemnly commend the monk that killed Henry the IIIrd of 
France. The oration was printed at Paris by them that had 
rebelled against that prince, and avouched for authentic by 
Boucher, Decreil, and Anceleinf: and though some would fain 
have it thought to be none of his, yet Bellarmine dares not deny 
it, but makes for it a crude and a cold apology. 

Now concerning this article, it will not be necessary to declare 
the sentence of the church of England and Ireland, because it 
is notorious to all the world; and is expressly opposed against 
this Roman doctrine by laws, articles, confessions, homilies, the 
oath of allegiance and supremacy, the book of Christian Insti- 
tution, and the many excellent writings of king James, of blessed 
memory, of our bishops and other learned persons against Bellar- 
mine, Parsons, Eudeemon Joannes, Creswel, and others: and 
nothing is more notorious than that the church of England is 
most dutiful, most zealous for the right of kings; and within 
these four and twenty years she hath had many martyrs, and 
very, very many confessors in this cause. 

It is true, that the church of Rome does recriminate in this 
point, and charges some Calvinists and presbyterians with doe- 
trines which indeed they borrowed from Rome, using their argu- 
ments, making use of their expressions, and pursuing their prin- 
ciples. But with them in this article we have nothing to do but 
to reprove the men, and condemn their doctrine, as we have 
done all along by private writings and public instruments. 

We conclude these our reproofs with an exhortation to our 
respective charges, to all that desire to be saved in the day of the 

* In Resp. ad Apolog. pro Juram. Fidelit. 
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Lord Jesus, that they decline from these horrid doctrines, which 
in their birth are new, in their growth are scandalous, in their 
proper consequents are infinitely dangerous to their souls, and 
hunt for their precious life: but therefore it is highly fit that 
they also should perceive their own advantages, and give God 
praise, that they are immured from such infinite dangers by the 
holy precepts and holy faith taught and commanded in the church 
of England and Ireland; in which the word of God is set before 
them as a lantern to their feet, and a light unto their eyes; and 
the sacraments are fully administered according to Christ’s insti- 
tution; and repentance is preached according to the measures 
of the gospel; and faith in Christ is propounded according to 
the rule of the apostles, and the measures of the churches apo- 
stolical; and obedience to kings is greatly and sacredly urged ; 
and the authority and order of bishops is preserved against the 
usurpation of the pope, and the invasion of schismatics and 
Aerians, new and old; and truth and faith to all men is kept, 
and preached to be necessary and inviolable; and the command- 
ments are expounded with just severity, and without scruples ; 
and holiness of life is urged upon all men, as indispensably neces- 
sary to salvation, and therefore without any allowances, tricks, 
and little artifices of escaping from it by easy and imperfect: doc- 
trines; and every thing is practised which is useful to the saving 
of our souls; and Christ’s merits and satisfaction are entirely 
relied upon for the pardon of our sins; and the necessity of good 
works is universally taught; and our prayers are holy, unblam- 
able, edifying, and understood ; they are according to the mea- 
sures of the word of God, and the practice of all saints. In this 
church the children are duly, carefully, and rightly baptized ; 
and the baptized, in their due time, are confirmed ; and the con- 
firmed are communicated ; and penitents are absolved, and the 
impenitents punished and discouraged; and holy marriage in all 
men is preferred before unclean concubinate in any; and nothing 
is wanting that God and his Christ hath made necessary to 
salvation. 

Behold we set before you life and death, blessing and cursing, 
safety and danger. Choose which you will; but remember 
that the prophets who are among you have declared to you 
the way of salvation. Now the Lord give you understanding 
in all things, and reveal even this also unto you. Amen. 


THE 


SECOND PART 


OF THE 


DISSUASIVE FROM POPERY. 


THE FIRST BOOK. 





SECTION I. 


Of the church: shewing that the church of Rome relies upon no cer- 
tain foundation for their faith. 


THAT the scriptures are infallibly true, though it be acknow- 
ledged by the Roman church, yet this is not an infallible rule 
to them, for several reasons: 1. Because it is imperfect and 
insufficient (as they say) to determine all matters of faith. 
2. Because it is not sufficient to determine any that shall be 
questioned: not only because its authority and truth is to be 
determined by something else that must be before it, but also 
because its sense and meaning must be found out by something 
after it. And not he that writes or speaks, but he that expounds 
it, gives the rule: so that scripture no more is to rule us then 
matter made the world: until something else gives it form and 
life, and motion and operative powers, it is but iners massa, not 
so much as a clod of earth. And they who speak so much of 
the obscurity of scripture, of the seeming contradictions in it, 
of the variety of readings, and the mysteriousness of its manner 
of delivery, can but little trust that obscure, dark, intricate, and, 
at last, imperfect book, for a perfect clear rule. But I shall not 
need to drive them out of this fort, which they so willingly of 
themselves quit. If they did acknowledge scripture for their 
rule, all controversies about this would be at an end, and we 
should all be agreed: but because they do not, they can claim 
no title here. 

That which they pretend to be the infallible judge, and the 
measure of our faith, and is to give us our rule, is the church; 
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and she is a rock, the pillar and ground of truth; and therefore 
here they fix. Now how little assurance they have by this con- 
fidence will appear by many considerations. 

1. It ought to be known and agreed upon what is meant by 
this word church, or ecclesia. For it is a toddonuov; and the 
church cannot be a rule or guide if it be not known what you 
mean when you speak the word. Zéya éavtod thy éxxdnolay Kadet 
6 Xpiords, said Suidas: ‘‘ His body,” viz. mystical, ‘‘ Christ calls 
his church.” Among the Greeks it signifies, “a convention or 
assembly met together for public employment and affairs,” cvva- 
yoy éxAov, so Aristophanes understands it. "ExxAnola & ovxt 
dua rodrov ylverar; “1s there not a convocation or an assembly 
called for this Plutus?” Now by translation this word is used 
amongst Christians to signify “all them who out of the whole 
mass of mankind are called and come, and are gathered together 
by the voice and call of God, to the worship of God through 
Jesus Christ, and the participation of eternal good things to 
follow :” so that “the church is a company of men and women 
professing the saving doctrine of Jesus Christ.” This is the 
church iz sensw forensi, and in the sight of men: but because 
glorious things are spoken of the city of God, the professors of 
Christ’s doctrine are but imperfectly and inchoatively the church 
of God; but they who are indeed holy and obedient to Christ’s 
laws of faith and manners, that live according to his laws, and 
wilk by his example, these are truly and perfectly the church, 
and they have this signature, God knoweth who are his. These 
are the church of God in the eyes and heart of God. For the 
church of God are the body of Christ; but the mere profession 
of Christianity makes no man a member of Christ; Neither cir- 
cumcision nor uncireumcision avatleth any thing in Christ Jesus ; 
nothing but a new creature, nothing but a faith working by love, 
and Aeeping the commandments of God. Now they that do this are 
not known to be such by men, but they are only known to God ; 
and therefore it is in a true sense the invisible church: not that 
there are two churches, or two societies, in separation from each 
other; or that one can be seen by men, and the other cannot ; 
for then either we must run after the church whom we ought not 
to imitate, or be blind in pursuit of the other that can never be 
found; and our eyes serve for nothing but to run after false fires. 
No, these two churches are but one society; the one is within the 
other; They walk together to the house of God as friends, they take 
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sweet counsel together, and eat the bread of God in common: but 
yet though the men be visible, yet that quality and excellency by 
which they are constituted Christ’s members, and distinguished 
from mere professors and outsides of Christians, this, I say, is 
not visible. Ali that really and heartily serve Christ in abdito, do 
also profess to do so; they serve him in the secret of the heart, 
and in the secret chamber, and in the public assemblies, unless 
by an intervening cloud of persecution they be for a while hid, 
and made less conspicuous: but the invisible church ordinarily 
and regularly is part of the visible, but yet that only part that is 
the true one; and the rest but by denomination of law, and in 
eommon speaking, are the church: not in mystical union, not in 
proper relation to Christ, they are not the house of God, not the 
temple of the Holy Ghost, not the members of Christ ; and no 
man can deny this. Hypocrites are not Christ’s servants, and 
therefore not Christ’s members, and therefore no part of the 
Church of God, but improperly and equivocally, as a dead man 
is a man: all which is perfectly summed up in those words of 
S. Austin’, saying, that the body of Christ is not bipartitum, it 
is not a double body: Non enim revera Domini corpus est, quod 
cum ilo non ertt in eternum; “ All that are Christ’s body shall 
reign with Christ for ever.” And therefore they who are of their 
Sather the Devil are the synagogue of Satan, and of such is not the 
kingdom of God: and all this is no more than what S. Paul said, 
> They are not all Israel, who are of Israel ; and, ¢He is not a Jew 
that 1s one outwardly, but he is a Jew that is one inwardly. Now 
if any part of mankind will agree to call the universality of pro- 
fessors by the title of the church, they may if they will; any word, 
by consent, may signify any thing: but if by church we mean that 
society which is really joined to Christ, which hath received the 
Holy Spirit, which is heir of the promises and the good things of 
God, which is the body of which Christ is Head; then the invi- 
sible part of the visible church, that is, the true servants of Christ 
only, are the church; that is, to them only appertains the Spirit 
and the truth, the promises and the graces, the privileges and 
advantages of the gospel: to others they appertain, as the pro- 
mise of pardon does, that is, when they have made themselves 
capable. 

For since it is plain and certain that Christ's promise of giving 
the Spirit to his apostles was merely conditional, if they did love 

a De Doctr. Christ. lib. 3. cap. 22. b Rom. ix. 6. © Rom, ii, 28, 29. 
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him, if they did keep his commandments?; since it is plainly 
affirmed by the apostle, that by reason of wicked lives men and 
women did turn apostates from the faith; since nothing in the 
world does more quench the Spirit of wisdom and of God than 
an impure life; it is not to be supposed that the church, as it 
signifies the professors only of Christianity, can have an infallible 
Spirit of truth. If the church of Christ have an indefectibility, 
then it must be that which is in the state of grace and the Di- 
vine favour. They whom God does not love cannot fall from 
God’s love; but the faithful only and obedient are beloved of 
God: others may believe rightly, but so do the devils, who are 
no parts of the church, but princes of ecclesia malignantium; and 
it will be a strange proposition which affirms any one to be of 
the church for no other reason but such as qualifies the Devil to 
be so too. For there is no other difference between the Devil’s 
faith and the faith of a man that lives wickedly, but that there 
is hopes the wicked man may by his faith be converted to holi- 
ness of life, and consequently be a member of Christ and the 
church; which the devils never can be. To be converted from 
Gentilism or Judaism to the Christian faith is an excellent thing; 
but it is therefore so excellent, because that is God’s usual way 
by that faith to convert them unto God, from their vain conver- 
sation unto holiness. That was the conversion which was de- 
signed by the preaching of the gospel; of which to believe 
merely was but the entrance and introduction. 

Now, besides the evidence of the thing itself, and the notice of 
it in scripture’, let me observe, that this very thing is in itself 
a part of the article of faith: for if it be asked, What is the 
catholic church ? the Apostles’ Creed defines it; it is communio 
sanctorum, “I believe the holy catholic church,” that is, “the 
communion of saints,” the conjunction of all them who heartily 
serve God through Jesus Christ: the one is indeed exegetical of 
the other, as that which is plainer is explicative of that which is 
less plain ; but else they are but the same thing ; which appears 
also in this, that in some creeds the latter words are left out, and 
particularly in the Constantinopolitan, as being understood to be 
in effect but another expression of the same article. To the same 
sense exactly Clemens of Alexandria‘ defines the church to be 
the congregation of the elect: Ov yap viv rov rémov, GAdAd Td 


a John xiv. 15, 16. e Ephes. ii. 1-5. 
f Clem. Alex. Strom. lib. 7. p. 715. edit. Paris. A. D. 1629. 
K 2 


132 A Dissuasive from Popery. PART II. B. I. 


dOpotopa TGv éxAexTav, éxxAnotay KadG: “ By the church I do not 
mean the place, but the gathering or heap of the elect ; for this 
is the better temple for the receiving the greatness of the dignity 
of God. For that living thing which is of great price,” to him 
who is worthy of all price, yea, to whose price nothing is too 
great, 30 dmepoxny ayidrnros Kabtepwrat, “is consecrated by the ex- 
cellency of holiness.” But more full is that of 5S. Austins, who 
spends two chapters in affirming that only they who serve God 
faithfully are the church of God: “ The temple of God 1s holy ; 
which temple ye are. For this is in the good and faithful, and 
the holy servants of God, scattered every where, and combined 
by a spiritual union in the same communion of sacraments, 
whether they know one another by face or no. Others, it is cer- 
tain, are so said to be in the house of God, that they do not per- 
tain to the structure of the house, nor to the society of fructi- 
fying and peace-making justice, but are as chaff in the wheat. 
For we cannot deny that they are in the house, the apostle Paul 
saying, that in a great house there are not only vessels of gold and 
silver, but wood and earth ; some for honour, and some for disho- 
nour.” And a little before: “I do not speak rashly when I say, 
some are so in the house of God, that they also are that very 
house of God, which is said to be built upon a rock, which is called 
the only dove—the fair spouse, without spot or wrinkle—the garden 
shut up—a fountain sealed—a pit of living water—a fruitful para- 
dise. This is the house which hath received the keys, and the 
power of loosing and binding: whosoever shall despise this house, 
(reproving and correcting him, he saith,) let him be as an heathen 
and a publican.” And then he proceeds to describe who are this 
house, by the characters of sanctity, of charity, and unity: 
h Propter malam pollutamque conscientiam damnati a Christo, 
jam in corpore Christi non sunt, quod est ecclesia, quoniam non 
potest Christus habere damnata membra; ‘*Those who are con- 
demned by Christ for their evil and polluted consciences are not 
in Christ’s body, which is the church; for Christ hath no damned 
members.” 

And this, besides that it is expressly taught in the Augustan 
Confession, it is also the doctrine of divers Roman doctors’, that 
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wicked men are not true members of the body of the church, but 
equivocally. So Alexander of Hales, Hugo, and Aquinas, as they 
are quoted by Turrecremata ; so Petrus & Soto, Melchior Canus, 
and others, as Bellarmine‘ himself confesses: so that if it be said 
that evil men are in the church, it is true; but they are not 
of the church, as S. John’s expression is; For if they had 
been of us, they would have tarried with us: which words seem 
to be of the same sense with those Fathers who affirm the 
church to be, the number of the predestinate, whom God loves to 
the end. But, however, ‘the wicked are only in the body of the 
church as peccant humours, and excrements, and hair, and pu- 
trefaction;” so said S. Austin, as Bellarmine quotes him!: and the 
same thing, in almost the same words, is set down by ™Cos- 
ter the Jesuit. And when Bellarmine attempts to answer this 
saying of S. Austin, he says, he means that “the wicked are not in 
the church in the same manner as the godly are;” that is, not as 
living members: which though it be put in the place of an an- 
swer, to amuse the young fellows that are captivated with the 
admirable method of 0d. and sol., yet it plainly confesses the point 
in question, viz. that the wicked are not members of Christ’s body; 
and if they be not, then to them belong not the privileges and 
promises which God gave and promised to his church; for “they 
were given for the sake of the saints only,” saith S. Austin; and 
Bellarmine” confesses it. But I need not be digging the cisterns 
for this truth, Christ himself hath taught it to us very plainly ; 
° Ye are my friends, if ye do whatsoever I command you: not upon 
any other terms. And I hope none but friends are parts of Christ’s 
mystical body, members of the church whereof he is head ; and 
the only condition of this is, if we do whatsoever Christ commands 
us. And that this very blessing and promise of knowing and un- 
derstanding the will of God appertains only to the godly, Christ 
declares in the very next words: P Henceforth I call you not ser- 
vants ; for the servant knoweth not what his lord doeth: but I 
have called you friends; for all things I have heard from my Father 
I have made known unto you. So that being the friends of God 
is the only way to know the will of God. None are infallible but 
they that are holy ; and they shall certainly be directed by Christ 
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and the Spirit of Christ. aJf any man will do his will, he shall 
know of the doctrine whether it be of God, or whether I speak of my- 
self, said our blessed Lord. And S.John said, * Ye have received 
the unction from above, and that anointing teacheth you all things. 
The Spirit of God is the great Teacher of all truth to the church; 
but they that grieve the holy Spirit of God, they that quench the 
Spirit, they that defile his temple, from these men he will surely 
depart: that he shall abide with men unto the end of the world is a 
promise not belonging to them, but to them that keep his com- 
mandments. The external parts of religion may be ministered by 
wicked persons, and by wicked persons may be received; but the 
secrets of the kingdom, the spiritual excellencies of the gospel— 
that is, truth and holiness, a saving and an unreprovable faith, 
and an indefectible love, to be united to Christ, and to be mem- 
bers of his body—these are the portions of saints, not of wicked 
persons, whether clergy or laity. The mouth of the just bringeth 
forth wisdom, and the lips of the righteous know what is acceptable, 
said Solomons: but when we consider those men who detazn the 
Saith in unrighteousness, it is no wonder that God leaves them, and 
gives them over to believe a lie, and delivers them to the spirit of 
illusion ; and therefore it will be ill to make our faith to rely upon 
such dangerous foundations. As all the principles and graces of 
the gospel are the propriety of the godly, so they only are the 
church of God, of which glorious things are spoken; and it will be 
vain to talk of the infallibility of God’s church; the Roman 
doctors either must confess it subjected here, that is, in the 
church in this sense, or they can find it nowhere. In short, this 
is the church (in the sense now explicated) which is the pillar and 
ground of truth ; but this is not the sense of the church of Rome, 
and therefore from hence they refusing to have their learning, can 
never pretend wisely that they can be infallibly directed. 

We have seen what is the true meaning of the church of God, 
according to the scriptures and Fathers, and sometimes persons 
formerly in the church of Rome. In the next place, let us see 
what nowadays they mean by the church, with which name or 
word they so much abuse the world. 

I. Therefore, by church sometimes they mean the whole body of 

_them that profess Christianity ; greges pastoribus adunatos, priest 
and people, bishops and their flocks, all over the world, upon 
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whom the name of Christ is called; whether they be dead in 
sins, or alive in the Spirit ; whether good Christians, or false hy- 
pocrites : but all the number of the baptized, except excommu- 
nicates that are since cut off, make this body. 

Now the word church, I grant, may and is given to them by way. 
of supposition and legal presumption ; as a jury of twelve men 
are called “good men and true ;” that is, they are not known to 
be otherwise, and therefore presumed to be such: and they are 
the church in all human accounts ; that is, they are the congre- 
gation of all that profess the name of Christ, of whom every par- 
ticular that is not known to be wicked is presumed to be good, 
and therefore is still part of the external church, in which are the 
wheat and the tares; and they are bound up in common by the 
union of sacraments and external rites, name, and profession, but 
by nothing else. This doctrine is well explicated by S. Austin, 
“that is not the body of Christ which shall not reign with him 
for ever.” And yet we must not say it is bipartite ; but it is either 
true or mixed, or it is either true or counterfeit, or some such thing. 
For not only in eternity, but even now, hypocrites are not to be 
said to be with Christ, although they may seem to be of his church. 
But the scripture speaks of those and these as if they were both of 
one body, propter temporalem commiationem et communionem sacra- 
mentorum ; they are only combined by a temporal mixtion, and 
united by the common use of the sacraments.” And this, to my 
sense, all the churches of the world seem to say; for when they ex- 
eommunicate a person, then they throw him out of the church ; 
meaning, that all his being in the church of which they could 
take cognizance, is but by the communion of sacraments and 
external society. “Now out of this society no man must depart; 
because, although a better union with Christ and one another is 
most necessary, yet even this cannot, ought not, to be neglected ; 
for by the outward, the inward is set forward and promoted: and 
therefore to depart from the external communion of the church 
upon pretence that the wicked are mingled with the godly, is 
foolish and unreasonable ; for by such departing, a man is not 
sure he shall depart from all the wicked, but he is sure he shall 
leave the communion of the good, who are mingled in the common 
mass with the wicked, or else, all that which we call the church 
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is wicked. And what can such men propound to themselves of 
advantage, when they certainly forsake the society of the good, 
for an imaginary departure from the wicked ; and after all the 
care they can take, they leave a society in which are some intem- 
perate, or many worldly men, and erect a congregation, for ought 
they know, of none but hypocrites ? 

So that which we call the church is permixta ecclesia, as S. 
Austin *is content it should be called, ‘‘a mixed assembly ;” and 
for this mixture sake, under the cover and knot of external com- 
maunion, the church, that is, all that company, is esteemed one 
body; and the appellatives are made in common, and so are the 
addresses, and offices, and ministries: because, of those that are 
not now, some will be good; and a great many that are evil are 
undiscernibly so; and in that communion are the ways, and 
ministries, and engagements of being good; and above all, in 
that society are all those that are really good; therefore it is no 
wonder that we call this great mixtion by the name of ecclesia, 
or “the church :” but then, since the church hath a more sacred 
notion, it is the spouse of Christ, his dove, his beloved, his body, 
his members, his temple, his house in which he loves to dwell, 
and which shall dwell with him for ever; and this ehurch is 
known, and discerned, and loved by God, and is united unto 
Christ: therefore although, when we speak of all the acts and 
duties, of the judgments and nomenclatures, of outward appear- 
ances and accounts of law, we call the mixed society by the 
name of the church. Yet when we consider it in the true, proper, 
and primary meaning, by the intention of God and the nature of 
the thing, and the intercourses between God and his church ; all 
the promises of God, the Spirit of God, the life of God, and all 
the good things of God, are peculiar to the church of God, in 
God’s sense, in the way in which he owns it, that is, as it is holy, 
united unto Christ, like to him and partaker of the Divine na- 
ture. The other are but a heap of men keeping good company, 
calling themselves by a good name, managing the external parts 
of union and ministry ; but because they otherwise belong not to 
God, the promises no otherwise belong to them, but as they may, 
and when they Ydo, return to God. Here then are two senses 
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of the word church, God’s sense and man’s sense; the sense of 
religion and the sense of government ; common rites and spirit- 
ual union. 

IT. Having now laid this foundation, that none but the true 
servants of Christ make the true church of Christ, and have title 
to the promises of Christ, and particularly of the Spirit of truth ; 
and having observed that the Roman church relies upon the 
church under another notion and definition; the next inquiry is 
to be, What certainty there is of finding truth in this church, 
and in what sense and meaning it is, that in the church of God 
we shall be sure. to find it. 

Of the church in the first sense, S. Paul affirms; it is the pil- 
lar and ground of truth. He spake it of the church of Ephesus, 
or the holy catholic church over the world; for there is the same 
reason of one and all; if it be, as S. Paul calls it, ecclesia Det 
vivi, if it be united to the head Christ Jesus, every church is as 
much the pillar and ground of truth, as all the church; which 
that we may understand rightly, we are to consider that what is 
commonly called the church, is but domus ecclesie vere, as the 
ecclesia vera is domus Dei: it is the school of piety, the place of 
institution and discipline. Good and bad dwell here; but God 
only and his Spirit dwells with the good. They are all taught in 
the church, but the good only are @eodiSaxrou, taught by God, by 
an infallible Spirit, that is, by a Spirit which neither can deceive 
nor be deceived, and therefore by him the good, and they only, are 
led into all saving truth; and these are the men that preserve 
the truth in holiness; without this society, the truth would be 
hidden and held in unrighteousness, so that all good men, all 
particular congregations of good men, who upon the foundation 
Christ Jesus build the superstructure of a holy life, ave the pillar 
and ground of truth; that is, they support and defend the truth, 
they follow and adorn the truth; which truth would in a little 
time be suppressed, or obscured, or varied, or concealed, and 
misinterpreted, if the wicked only had it in their conduct; that 
is, amongst good men we are most like to find the ways of peace 
and truth, all saving truth, and the proper spiritual advantages 
and loveliness of truth. Now then, this does no more relate to 
all churches, than to every church; God will no more leave or 
forsake any one of his faithful servants, than he will forsake all 
the world. And therefore here the notion of catholic is of no use, 
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for the church is the “communion of saints,” wherever it be, or 
may be; and that this church is catholic, it does not mean by 
any distinct existence, but by comprehension and actual and 
potential enclosure of all communions of holy people in the unity 
of the Spirit, and in the band of peace; that is, both externally 
and internally : externally means the common use of the symbol 
and sacraments, for they are the band of peace; but the unity of 
the Spirit is the peculiar of the saints, and is the internal con- 
federation and conjunction of the members of Christ’s body in 
themselves, and to their head. And by the energy of this state, 
wherever it happens to be, all the blessings of the Spirit are 
entailed ; every man hath his share in it, he shall never be left or 
forsaken, and the Spirit of God will never depart from him, as 
long as he remains in, and is of the “communion of saints.” 
But this promise is made to him only as he is part of this com- 
munion, that is, of the body of Christ ; membrum divulsum, if a 
limb be cut off from the union of the body, it dies. No man 
belongs to God but he that is of this communion ; but therefore 
the greater the communion is, the more abundance of the Spirit 
they shall receive ; as there is more wisdom in many wise men, 
than in a few: and since every single church or convention 
receives it in the virtue of the whole church, that is, in conjunc- 
tion with the body of Christ; it is the whole body to whom this 
appellative belongs, that she is the pillar and ground of truth. 
But as every member receives life and nourishment, and is alive, 
and is defended and provided for by the head and stomach, as 
truly and really as the whole body: so it is in the church; every 
member preserves the saving truth, and every member lives unto 
God, and so long as they do so they shall never be forsaken by 
the Spirit of God ; and this is to every man as really as to every 
church, and therefore every good man hath his share in this 
appellative ; and the saints of Vienna and Lyons called Attalus, 
the martyr, @ pillar and ground of the churches; and truly he 
seems to have been a man that was fully grounded in the truth, 
one that hath built his house upon a rock, one with whom truth 
dwells, to whom Christ the fountain of truth will come and dwell 
with him ; for he hath built upon the foundation, Christ Jesus 
being the chief corner-stone ; and thus Attalus was a pillar, one 
upon whose strength others were made more confident, bold, and 
firm in their persuasion ; he was one of the pillars that helped 
a Apud Euseb. Eccles. Hist. lib. §. c.1. 
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to support the Christian faith and church, and yet no man 
supposes that Attalus was infallible; but so it is in the case of 
every particular church as really as of the catholic, that is, as to 
all churches, for that is the meaning of the word catholic ; not 
that it signifies a distinct being from a particular church, and if 
taken abstractly, nothing is effected by the word ; but, if taken 
distributively, then it is useful and material, for it signifies, that 
in every congregation where two or three are gathered in the name 
of Christ, God is in the midst of them with his blessing and with 
his Spirit ; it is so in all the churches of the saints, and in all of 
them, (as long as they remain such,) the truth and faith is cer- 
tainly preserved. But then that in the apostolical creed the 
church is recommended under the notion of catholic, it is of 
great use and excellent mystery, for by it we understand that in 
all ages there is, and in all places there may be, a church or col- 
lection of true Christians; and this catholic church cannot fail ; 
that is, all particular churches shall not fail; for still it is to be 
observed, there is no church catholic really distinct from all 
particular churches, and therefore there is no promise made to 
a church in the capacity of being catholic or universal; for that 
which hath no distinct being can have no distinct promises, no 
distinct capacities, but the promises are made to all churches 
and to every church: only there is this in it, if any church of 
one denomination shall be cut off, other branches shall stand by 
faith and still be in the vine: the church of God cannot be with- 
out Christ their head, and the head will not suffer his body to 
perish. Thus I understand the meaning of the churches being 
the pillar and ground of truth. Just as we may say, human 
understanding and the experience of mankind is the pillar and 
ground of true philosophy: but there is no such abstracted being 
as human understanding, distinct from the understanding of all 
individual men. Every universal is but an intentional or no- 
tional being : so is the word catholic relating to the church, if it be 
understood as something separated from all particular churches ; 
and I do not find that it is any other ways used in scripture than 
in the distributive sense. So S. Paul, The care of all the churches 
is upon me; that is, he was the apostle of the catholic church of 
the Gentiles: and so I teach in all the churches of the saints: and 
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in this sense it is, that I say, the apostles have in the creed 
comprehended all the Christian world, all the congregations of 
Christ’s servants, in the word catholic. 

But then, 2, it is to be considered that this epithet of the 
church to be the pillar and ground of truth is to be understood 
to signify in opposition to all religions that were not Christian. 
The implied antithesis is not of the whole to its parts, but of 
kind to kind; it is not so called to distinguish it from conven- 
tions of those who disagree in the house of God, but from those 
that are out of the house; meaning that whatever pretences of 
religion the Gentile temples or the Jewish synagogues could 
make, truth could not be found among them; but only in those 
who are assembled in the name of Christ, who profess his faith, 
and are of the Christian religion: for they alone can truly pretend 
to be the conservers of truth ; to them only now are committed 
the oracles of God, and if these should fail, truth would be at a 
loss, and not be found in any other assemblies. In this sense 
S. Paul spake usefully and intelligibly ; for if the several conven- 
tions of separated and disagreeing Christians should call them- 
selves, as they do and always did, the church; the question would 
be, which were the church of God; and by this rule you were 
never the nearer to know where truth is to be found: for if you 
say, in the church of God; several pretend to it, who yet do not 
teach the truth: and then you must find out what is truth, be- 
fore you find the church. But when the churches of Christians 
are distinguished from the assemblies of Jews and Turks and 
heathens, she is visible and distinguishable and notorious: and 
therefore they that love the truth of God, the saving truth that 
makes us wise unto salvation, must become Christians; and in the 
assemblies of Christians they must look for it as in the proper re- 
pository, and there they shall find it. 

3. But then it is also considerable, what truth that is of which 
the church of the living God is the pillar and ground? It is only of 
the saving truths of the gospel, that whereby they are made 
members of Christ, the house of God, the temples of the Holy 
Spirit. For the Spirit of God being the church’s teacher, he will 
teach us to avoid evil and to do good; to be wise and simple ; 
to be careful and profitable; to know God, and whom he hath sent, 
Jesus Christ; to increase in the knowledge and love of them; to 
be peaceable and charitable, but not to entertain ourselves and 
our weak brethren with doubtful disputations, but to keep close to 
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the foundation, and to superstruct upon that a holy life; that is, 
God teaches his church the way of salvation, that which is neces- 
sary, and that which is useful, es olxodouiy miorews cal daydmns, 
that which will make us wise unto salvation. But in this school we 
are not taught curious questions, unedifying notions, to untie 
knots which interest and vanity, which pride and covetousness 
have introduced; these are taught by the Devil, to divide the 
church, and by busying them in that which profits not, to make 
them neglect the wisdom of God and the holiness of the Spirit. 
And we see this truth by the experience of above 1500 years. 
The churches have troubled themselves with infinite variety of 
questions, and divided their precious unity, and destroyed charity, 
and instead of contending against the Devil and all his crafty 
methods, they have contended against one another, and excommu- 
nicated one another, and anathematized and damned one another; 
and no man is the better after all, but most men are very much 
the worse ; and the churches are in the world still divided about 
questions that commenced twelve or thirteen ages since; and 
they are like to be so for ever till Elias come; which shews plainly, 
that God hath not interested himself in the revelations of such 
things; and that he hath given us no means of ending them, but 
charity, and a return to the simple ways of faith. And this is 
yet the more considerable, because men are so far from finding 
out a way to end the questions they have made, that the very 
ways of ending them which they propounded to themselves are 
now become the greatest questions; and consequently themselves, 
and all their other unnecessary questions, are indeterminable : 
their very remedies have increased the disease. And yet we may 
observe, that God’s ways are not like ours, and that his ways are 
the ways of truth, and everlasting; he hath by his wise provi- 
dence preserved the plain places of scripture and the Apostles’ 
Creed in all churches to be the rule and measure of that faith by 
which the churches are saved, and which is only that means of 
the unity of Spirit, which is the band of peace in matters of be- 
lief. And what have the churches done since? To what neces- 
sary truths are they, after all their clampers, advanced since the 
apostles left to them that rézos d.daxijs, that sound form of words 
and doctrine? What one great thing is there beyond this, in 
which they all agree, or in which they can be brought to agree ? 
He that wisely observes the ways of God, and the ways of man, 
will easily perceive that God’s goodness prevails over all the malice 
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and all the follies of mankind; and that nothing is to be relied 
upon as a rule of truth, and the ways of peace, but what Christ 
hath plainly taught, and the apostles from him; for he alone is the 
author and finisher of our faith; he began it, and he perfected it; 
and unless God had mightily preserved it, we had spoiled it. 
Now to bring all this home to the present inquiry. The event 
and intendment of the premises is this. They who, slighting the 
plain and perfeet rule of scripture, rely upon the church as an 
infallible guide of faith, and judge of questions, either by the 
church mean the congregation and communion of saints, or the 
outward chureh mingled of good and bad; and this is intended 
either to mean a particular church of one name, or by it they 
understand the catholic church. Now in what sense soever they 
depend upon the church for decision of questions, expecting an 
infallible determination and conduct; the church of Rome will 
find she relies upon a reed of Egypt, or at least a staff of wool. 
If by the church they mean the communion of saints only; 
though the persons of men be visible, yet because their distinc- 
tive cognizance is invisible, they can never see their guide; and 
therefore they ean never know whether they go right or wrong. 
And the sad pressure of this argument Bellarmine* saw well 
enough. “It is necessary,” saith he, “it should be infallibly 
certain to us which assembly of men is the church. For, since 
the scriptures, traditions, and plainly all doctrines depend on the 
testimony of the church, unless it be most sure which is the true 
ehurch, all things will be wholly uncertain. But it cannot appear 
to us which is the true church, if internal faith be required of 
every member or part of the church.” Now how necessary true 
saving faith or holiness is (which Bellarmine calls cnternal faith), 
I refer myself to the premises. It is not the church, unless the 
meinbers of the church be members of Christ, living members; 
for the church is truly Christ’s living body. And yet if they by 
church mean any thing else, they cannot be assured of an infal- 
lible guide ; for all that are not the true servants of God have 
no promise of the abode of the Spirit of truth with them: so 
that the true church cannot be a public judge of questions to 
men, because God only knows her numbers and her members ; 
and the church in the other sense, if she be made a judge, she is 
very likely to be deceived herself, and therefore cannot be relied 
upon by you; for the promise of an infallible Spirit, the Spirit 
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of truth, was never made to any but to the communion of saints. 
8. If by the church you mean any particular church, which will 
you choose ; since every such church is esteemed fallible? But if 
you mean the catholic church; then if you mean her an ab- 
stracted separate being from all particulars, you pursue a cloud, 
and fall in love with an idea, and a child of fancy: but if by ca- 
tholic you mean all particular churches in the world; then, 
though truth does infallibly dwell amongst them, yet you can 
never go to school to them all to learn it; in such questions 
which are curious and unnecessary, and by which the salvation 
of souls is not promoted, and on which it does not rely: not only 
because God never intended his saints and servants should have 
an infallible Spirit, so to no purpose; but also because no man 
ean hear what all the Christians of the world do say; no man 
can go to them, nor consult with them all; nor ever come to the 
knowledge of their opinions and particular sentiments. And 
therefore in this inquiry to talk of the church in any of the pre- 
sent significations, is to make use of a word that hath no mean- 
ing serving to the end of this great inquiry. 

III. The church of Rome, to provide for this necessity, have 
thought of a way to find out such a church as may salve this 
phenomenon: and by church they mean the representation of a 
church ; the church representative is this infallible guide; the 
clergy they are the church; the teaching and the judging church. 
And of these we may better know what is truth in all our ques- 
tions ; for their lips are to preserve knowledge ; and they are to 
rule and feed the rest; and the people must requtre the law from 
them; and must follow their faith’, Indeed this was a good way 
once, even in the days of the apostles, who were faithful stewards 
of the mysteries of God. And the apostolical men, the first 
bishops who did preach the faith, and lived accordingly, these 
are to be remembered; that is, their lives to be transcribed, 
their faith and perseverance in faith is to be imitated: to this 
purpose is that of S. Irenzeus¢ to be understood. Tante osten- 
stones cum sint, non oportet adhuc querere apud alios veritatem, 
quam facile est ab ecclesia sumere ; cum apostoli quasi in reposito- 
rium dives plenissime in ea contulerint omnia que sint veritatis, ubi 
omnis quicunque velit sumat ex ea potum vite. Hee est enim vite 
introitus. Omnes autem reliqui fures sunt et latrones, propter quod 
oportet devitare quidem illos. As long as the apostles lived, as 
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long as those bishops lived, who, being their disciples, did evi- 
dently and notoriously teach the doctrine of Christ, and were of 
that communion; so long they, that is, the apostolical churches, 
were a sure way to follow; because it was known and confessed, 
these clergy-guides had an infallible unerring spirit. But as the 
church hath decayed in discipline, and charity hath waxen cold, 
and faith is become interest and disputation, this counsel of the 
apostle, and these words of S. Irenzeus come off still the fainter. 
But now here is a new question, viz. whether the rulers of the 
church be the church, that church which is the pillar and ground 
of truth ; whether, when they represent the diffusive church, the 
promises of an indeficient faith, and the perpetual abode of the Holy 
Spirit, and his leading into all truth, and teaching all things, does 
in propriety belong to them? For if they do not, then we are 
yet to seek for an infallible judge, a church on which our faith 
may rely with certainty and infallibility. 

In answer to which, I find that in scripture the word ecclesia, or 
church, is taken in contradistinction from the clergy; but never 
that it is used to signify them alone. f Then i pleased the apostles 
and the elders, with the whole church, to choose men of their own com- 
‘pany, &e. And sthe Holy Ghost hath made you overseers, to feed 
the church of God. And Hilarius Diac. observes, that the apo- 
stle to the church of Colosse sent by them a message to their 
bishop: Prepositum illorum per eos ipsos commonest ut sit sollicitus 
de salute ipsorum, et quia plebis solius seribitur epistola, ideo non ad 
rectorem ipsorum destinata est, sed ad ecclesiam: obgerving, that 
the bishop is the ruler of the church, but his flock is that which 
he intended only to signify by the church. The clergy in their pub- 
lic capacity are not the church, but the rulers of the church ; 
ecclesiastict, but not ceclesia; they are denominatives of the church; 
bishops and pastors of the church: and in their personal capacity ‘ 
are but parts and members of the church; and are never in the 
New Testament called the church indefinitely ; and this is so no- 
torious and evident in scripture that it is never pretended other- 
wise, but in 18th of S. Matthew, Dic ecclesie; [f thy brother offend 
thee, rebuke him; and then, before two or three ; and, if he neglect 
them, tell it unto the church, that is, to the rulers of the church, 
say the Roman doctors. But this cannot be directly so, for ec- 
clesia, or church, is the highest degree of the same ascent; first 
in private, to one of the church surely, for they had no society 
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with any else, especially in the matter of fraternal correption : 
then in the company of some few; “ of the church still;” for not 
to heathens : and at last, of the whole church, that is, of all the 
brethren in your public assembly: this is a natural climax; and 
it is made more than probable by the nature of the punishment 
of the incorrigible ; they become as heathen, because they have 
slighted the whole church; and therefore are not to be reckoned 
as any part of the church: and then lastly, this being an advice 
given to S. Peter and the other apostles, that they in this case 
should tell the church; by the church must be meant something 
distinct from the clergy, who are not here commanded to tell 
themselves alone, but the whole congregation of elders and bre- 
thren, that is, of clergy and people. It is not to be denied but 
every national church, whereof the king is always understood to 
be the supreme governor, may change their form of judicature, 
in things, I mean, that are without ; that is, such things which 
are not immediately by Christ, entrusted to the sole conduct of 
the bishops and priests, such as are the ministry of the word and 
sacraments, and the immediate cure of souls. Concerning other 
things S. Paul gave order to the Corinthians, that in the cases 
of law, and matters of secular division upon interest, which the 
apostle calls Biwrikd xpirijpia, ithose who are least esteemed in the 
church should be appointed to judge between them by way of re- 
ference; but, by the way, this does not authorize the rulers of 
churches, the pastors and bishops, to intermeddle; for they are 
most esteemed, that is, the principals in the church: but then 
this very thing proves that the xpirjpioy or the duty and right 
of judging is in the whole church of the saints; ov« oldare dre 
ol G&ytor koopov Kpwwoto.; Know ye not that the saints shall judge the 
world ? that is, the church hath the power of judging ; and it is 
yet more plain, because he calls upon the church of Corinth to 
delegate this judicature, this xpirjpiov éddxiorov, this little, this 
least judgment, though now it is esteemed the greatest; but 
little or great, ca@itere, do you appoint the judges; those that 
are least esteemed. And for other things they may appoint 
greater judges, and put their power in execution by such minis- 
tries, which are better done by one or by a few persons than by 
a whole multitude, who in the declension of piety would rather 
make tumults than wise judgments. And upon this account, 
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though for a long time the people did interest themselves in 
public judicatures, and even in elections of bishops, which were 
matters greater than any of the Bi@rixd Kpirjpia, and this 8S. Cy- 
priank said was their due by Divine right (let him answer for 
the expression), yet in these affairs the people were also con- 
ducted, and so ought to be by their clergy-guides, who, by their 
abilities to persuade and govern them, were the fittest for the 
execution of that power. But then that which I say is this, that 
this word ecclesia, or church, signifying this judicatory, does not 
signify the clergy, as distinct from their flocks; and there is not 
any instance in the New Testament to any such purpose; and 
yet that the clergy may also reasonably, but with a metonymy, be 
represented by the word church, is very true; but this is only by 
the change of words, and their first significations. They are the 
fittest to order and conduct the éxxAnotacrixd xpirfpta, the whole 
ecclesiastical judicature. Ut omnis actus ecclesia per prepositos 
gubernetur, it is S. Cyprian’s! expression; “that whatever act 
the church intends to do, it should be governed by their rulers;” 
viz. by consent, by preaching, by exhortation, by reason and ex- 
perience, and better knowledge of things: but the people are to 
stand or fall at these judicatories, not because God hath given 
them the judgment of an infallible Spirit, more than to the whole 
church or congregation; but because they are fittest to do it, 
and for many other great reasons. And this appears without 
contradiction true, because even the decrees of general councils 
bind not but as they are accepted by the several churches in 
their respective districts and dioceses: of which I am to give an 
account in the following periods. 

But if this thing were otherwise; yet if by the church they 
understand the clergy only, it must be all the clergy that must 
be the judge of spiritual questions ; for no example is offered from 
the New Testament, no instance can be preduced that by ecclesia 
is meant the clergy, and by clergy is meant only a part of the 
clergy ; these cannot in any sense be the catholic church; and 
then, if this sense were obtained by the church of Rome, no man 
were the better, unless all the bishops and priests of the world 
were consulted in their questions. 

IV They therefore think it necessary to do as God did to 
Gideon’s army; they will not make use of all, but send away 
the multitude, and retain the 10,000; and yet because these are 
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too many to overthrow the Midianites, they reduce them to 300. 
The church must have a representative; but this shall be of a 
select number ; a few, but enough to make a council: a general 
council is the church representative, and it is pretended here, 
they can set their foot, and stand fast upon infallibility ; for all 
the promises made to the chureh are crowded into the tenure 
and possession of a general council: and therefore Dic ecclesie is, 
«mTell it to the council,” that is, “the church,” said a great 
expositor of the canon law. 

This indeed is said by very many of the Roman doctors, but 
not by all; and therefore this will at first seem but a trembling 
foundation, and themselves are doubtful in their confidences of 
it; and there is an insuperable prejudice laid against it, by the 
title of the first general council that ever was; that, I mean, of 
Jerusalem, where the apostles were presidents, and the presbyters 
were assistants, but the church was the body of the council: 
When they were come to Jerusalem they were received of the church, 
and of the apostles and elders™: and again, Then it pleased the 
apostles and elders with the church to send chosen men®: and they 
did so, they sent a decretal, with this style; The apostles, and 
elders, and hrethren, send greeting to the brethren which are of the 
GentilesP, Now no man doubts but the Spirit of infallibility was 
in the apostles; and yet they had the consent of the church in 
the decree ; which church was the company of the converted 
brethren ; and by this it became a rule: certainly it was the 
first precedent, and therefore ought to be the measure of the 
rest, and this the rather, because from hence the succeeding 
councils have derived their sacramental sanction of visum est 
Spiritut sancto e nobis: now as it was the first, so it was the 
only precedent in scripture ; and it was managed by the apostles, 
and therefore we can have no other warrant of an authentic 
council but this; and to think that a few of the rulers of churches 
should be a just representation of the church, for infallible deter- 
mination of all questions of faith, is no way warranted in scrip- 
ture: and there is neither here, nor any where else, any word or 
commission that the church ever did or could delegate the Spirit 
to any representatives, or pass infallibility by a commission or 
letter of attorney: and therefore to call a general council the 
church, or to think that all the privileges and graces given by 
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Christ to his church is there in a part of the church, is wholly 
without warrant or authority. 

But this is made manifest by matter of fact; and the church 
never did intend to delegate any such power, but always kept it 
in her own hand; I mean the supreme judicature, both in faith 
and discipline. I shall not go far for instances, but observe 
some in the Roman church itself, which are therefore the more re- 
markable, because in the time of her reign, general councils were 
arrived to great heights, and the highest pretensions. Clement 
the VIIth calls the council of Ferrara, the eighth general synod4, 
in his bull of the 22nd of April, 1527, directed to the bishop of 
Fernasia, who, it seems, had translated it out of Greek into 
Latin: yet this general council is not accepted in France; but 
was expressly rejected by king Charles the VIIth, and the instance 
of the cardinals who came from P Eugenius, to desire the accept- 
ation of it, was denied. This council was, it seems, begun at 
Basil’; and though the king did then, and his great council and 
parliament, and the church of France then assembled at Bruges, 
accept it; yet it was but in part: for of forty-five sessions of 
that council, France hath received only the first thirty-two, and 
those not entirely as they lie, but with certain qualifications, 
Aliqua simpliciter ut jacent, alia vero cum certis modificationibus et 
forms ; as is to be seen in the pragmatic sanction. To the same 
purpose is that which happened to the last council of Lateran, 
which was called to be a countermine to the second council of 
Pisa, and to frustrate the intended reformation of the church in 
head and members: this council excommunicated Lewis the 
XIIth of France, repealed the pragmatical sanction, and con- 
demned the second council of Pisa. So that here was an end of 
the council of Pisa, by the decree of the Lateran; and on the 
other side, the Lateran council had as bad a fate ; for, besides that 
it was accounted in Germany, and so called by Paulus Langiuss, 
a monk of Germany, a pack of cardinals; it is wholly rejected in 
France: and an appeal to the next council put in against it by 
the university of Paris. And as ill success hath happened to the 
council of Trent, which it seems could not oblige the Roman 
Catholic countries without their own consent; but therefore 
there were many pressing instances, messages, petitions, and 
artifices to get it to be published in France: first, to Charles the 
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IXth, by Pius Quartus, A. D. 1563, then by cardinal Aldobran- 
dino, the pope’s nephew, 1572; then by the French clergy, 1576, 
in an assembly of the states at Blois, Peter Espinac, archbishop 
of Lyons, being speaker for the clergy ; after this, by the French 
clergy at Melun, 1579, the bishop of Bazas making the oration 
to the king; and after him, the same year they pressed it again, 
Nicholas Angelier, the bishop of Brien, being speaker ; after this, 
by Renald of Beaune, archbishop of Bruges, 1582; and the very 
next year by the pope’s nuncio to Henry the IIIrdt; and in 
A. D. 1583, 1588, and 1593, it was pressed again and again, but 
all would not do: by which it appears, that even in the church 
of Rome, the authority of general councils is but precarious; and 
that the last resort is to the respective churches, who did or did 
not send their delegates to consider and consent. Here then is 
but little ground of confidence in general councils, whom surely 
the churches would absolutely trust, if they had reason to believe 
them to be infallible. 

But there are many more things to be considered: for there 
being many sorts of councils; general, provincial, national, dio- 
cesan"; the first inquiry will be, which of all these, or whether 
all of these, will be an infallible guide, and of necessity to be 
obeyed: I doubt not but it will be roundly answered; that only 
the general councils are the last and supreme judicatory, and 
that alone which is infallible. But yet how uncertain this rule 
will be, appears in this, that the gloss of the canon law* says, 
Non videtur, metropolitanos posse condere canones in suis concilits ; 
at least not in great matters, imo non licet: yet the 7th synod 
allows the decrees, Decisiones localium conciliorum, “the defini- 
tions of local councils.” But I suppose it is in these as it is in 
the general; they that will accept them, may; and if they will 
approve the decrees of provincial councils, they become a law 
unto themselves; and without this acceptation, general councils 
cannot give laws to others. 

2. It will be hard to tell which are general councils, and which 
are not; for the Roman councils under Symmachus, all the world 
knows, can but pretend to be local or provincial, consisting only 
of Italians, and yet they bear wniversal in their style; and it is 
always said, (as Bellarminey confesses,) Symmachus concilio gene- 
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ral presidens, and the 3rd council of Toledo, in the 18th chap- 
ter, uses this mandatory form, Precipit hec sancta et universalis 
synodus. 

3. But if we will suppose a catachresis in this style, and that 
this title of universal means but a particular, that is, an univer- 
sal of that place; though this be a hard expression, because the 
most particular or local councils are or may be universal to that 
place ; yet this may be pardoned, since it is like the catholic 
Roman style, that is, the manner of speaking in the universal 
particular church; but after all this, it will be very hard in good 
earnest to tell which councils are indeed universal or general 
councils. Bellarmine reckons eighteen from Nicene to Trent, 
inclusively ; so that the council of Florence is the sixteenth ; 
and yet pope Clement the seventh calls it the eighth general ; 
and is reproved for it by Surius, who, for all the pope’s infallibility, 
pretended to know more than the pope would allow. The last 
Lateran council, viz. the fifth, is at Rome esteemed a general 
council; in Germany and France it passes for none at all, but a 
faction and pack of cardinals. 

4, There are divers general councils, that, though they were 
such, yet they are rejected by almost all the Christian world, It 
ought not to be said, that these are not general councils, because 
they were conventions of heretical persons; for if a council can 
consist of heretical persons, (as by this instance it appears it 
may,) then a general council is no sure rule or ground of faith: 
and all those councils which Bellarmine calls reprobate are as so 
many proofs of this. For whatever can be said against the 
council of Ariminum, yet they cannot say but it consisted of 600 
bishops; and therefore it was as general as any ever was before it, 
but the faults that are found with it prove indeed that it is not to 
be accepted ; but then they prove two things more; first, that a 
general council binds not till it be accepted by the churches; and 
therefore that all its authority depends on them, and they do 
not depend upon it: and secondly, that there are some general 
councils which are so far from being infallible, that they are di- 
rectly false, schismatical, and heretical. And if when the churches 
are divided in a question, and the communion, like the question, 
is in flux and reflux ; when one side prevails greatly, they get a 
general council on their side, and prevail by it; but lose as much, 
when the other side play the same game in the day of their ad- 
vantages. And it will be to no purpose to tell me of any colla- 
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teral advantages that this council hath more than another coun- 
cil; for though I believe so, yet others do not; and their council 
is as much a general council to them as our council is to us. And 
therefore if general councils are the rule and law of faith in those 
things they determine, then all that is to be considered in this 
affair is, whether they be general councils? whether they say true 
or no, is not now the question, but is to be determined by this, 
viz. whether are they general councils or no? for relying upon 
their authority for the truth, if they be satisfied that they are 
general councils, that they speak and determine truth will be 
consequent and allowed. Now then if this be the question, then 
since divers general councils are reprobated, the consequent is, 
that although they be general councils, yet they may be reproved: 
and if a catholic producing the Nicene council be rencontred by 
an Arian producing the council of Ariminum, which was far more 
numerous; here are aquilis aquile et pila minantia pilis: but who 
shall prevail? If a general council be the rule and guide, they will 
both prevail ; that is, neither. And it ought not to be said by the 
catholic, Yea, but our council determined for the truth, but yours 
for error; for the Arian will say so too. But whether they do or 
no, yet it is plain that they may both say so: and if they do, then 
we do not find the truth out by the conduct and decision of a 
general council, but we approve this general, because upon other 
accounts we believe that what is there defined is true: and there- 
fore S. Austin’s way here is best; Meque ego Nicenum concilium, 
neque tu Ariminense, &c.; both sides pretend to general councils: 
that which both equally pretend to will help neither; therefore let 
us go to scripture. But there are amongst many others two very 
considerable instances, by which we may see plainly at what rate 
councils are declared general. There was a council held at Con- 
stantinople under Constantinus Copronymus?, of three hundred 
and thirty-eight bishops: it was in that unhappy time when the 
question of worshipping or breaking images was disputeda. This 
council commanded images to be destroyed out of churches ; and 
this was a general council: and yet twenty-six, or, as some say, 
thirty-one years after, this was condemned by another general 
council, viz. the second at Nice, which decreed images to be wor- 
shipped: not long after, about five years, this general council of 
Nice, for that very reason, was condemned by a general council 
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of Francfort, and generally by the western churches. Now of what 
value is a general council to the determination of questions of 
faith, when one general council condemns another general coun- 
cil with great liberty, and without seruple: and it is to no purpose 
to allege reasons or excuses why this or that council is condemn- 
ed; for if they be general, and yet may without reason be con- 
demned, then they have no authority ; but if they be condemned 
with reason, then they are not infallible. The other instance is 
in those councils which were held when the dispute began be- 
tween the council and the pope. The council of Constance, con- 
sisting of almost a thousand Fathers, first and last, defined the 
council to be above the pope; the council of Florence, and the 
fifth council in the Lateran, have condemned this council so far, 
as to that article: the council of Basil, all the world knows how 
greatly they asserted their own authority over the pope; but 
therefore though in France it is accepted, yet in Italy and Spain 
it is not. 

But what is the meaning that some councils are partly approved 
and partly condemned, the council of Sardis, that in Trullo, those 
of Francfort, Constance, and Basil; but that every man and 
every church accepts the general councils, as far as they please, 
and no further? The Greeks receive but seven general councils, 
the Lutherans receive six, the Eutychians in Asia receive but the 
first three, the Nestorians in the East receive but the first two, 
the Antitrinitarians in Hungary and Poland receive none: the 
church of England receives the four first generals as of highest 
regard, not that they are infallible, but that they have deter- 
mined wisely and holily. Pro captu lectoris habent sua fata It 
is as every one likes: for the church of Rome, that receives six- 
teen, are divided ; and some take in others, and reject some of 
these, as I have shewn. 

5. How can it be known which is a general council, and how 
many conditions are required for the building such a great house? 
The question is worth the asking, not only because the church of 
Rome teaches us to rely upon a general council as the supreme 
judge and final determiner of questions; but because I perceive 
that the church of Rome is at a loss concerning general councils. 
The council of Pisa», Bellarmine says, is “ neither approved nor 
reproved;” for pope Alexander the VIth approved it, because he 
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acknowledged the election of Alexander the Vth, who was created 
pope by that council: and yet Antoninus called it conciliabulum 
ilegitimum, “an unlawful conventicle.” But here Bellarmine was 
a little forgetful; for the fifth Lateran council, which they in Rome 
will call a general, hath condemned this Pisan with great interest 
and fancy; and therefore it was ‘‘ both approved and reproved.” 

But it is fit that it be inquired, How we shall know which or 
what is a general council, and which is not. 1. If we inquire into 
the number of the bishops there present, we cannot find any certain 
rule for that; but be they many or few, the parties interested 
will, if they please, call it a general council; and they will not, 
dare not, I suppose, at Rome, make a quarrel upon that point ; 
when in the sixth session of Trent, as some printed catalogues¢ 
inform us, they may remember there were but thirty-eight persons 
in all, at their first sitting down, of which number some were not 
bishops; and at last there were but fifty-seven archbishops and 
bishops in all. In the first session were but three archbishops 
and twenty-three bishops, and in all the rest about sixty archbi- 
shops and bishops was the usual number till the last; and yet 
there are some councils of far greater antiquity who are rejected, 
although their number of bishops very far surpass the numbers of 
Trent: in Nice were 318 bishops; in that of Chalcedon were 600; 
and in that of Basil were above 400 bishops; and in that of Con- 
stance were 300, besides the other Fathers, as they call them. 
But this is but one thing of many; though it will be very hard to 
think that all the power and energy, the virtual faith, and poten- 
tial infallibility of the whole Christian church, should be in eighty 
or ninety bishops taken out of the neighbour countries. 

6. But then if we consider upon what pitiful pretences the 
Roman doctors do evacuate the authority of councils, we shall 
find them to be such, that by the like, which can never be want- 
ing to a witty person, the authority of every one of them may 
be vilified, and consequently, they can be infallible security to 
no man’s faith. Charles the VIIth of France, and the French 
church assembled at Bruges, rejected the latter sessions of the 
council of Basil; because they deprived P Eugenius, and created 
Felix the Vth; and because it was doubtful whether that assem- 
bly did sufficiently represent the catholic church. But Bellarmine 
says, that the former sessions of the council of Basil are invalid 
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and null; because certain bishops fell off there, and were faulty. 
Now if this be a sufficient cause of nullity, then, if ever there be 
a schism, or but a division of opinions, the other party may deny 
the authority of the council; and especially, if any of them change 
their opinion, and go to the prevailing side, the other hath the 
same cause of complaint: but this ought not at all to prevail, 
till it be agreed how many bishops must be present; for if some 
fail, if enough remain there is no harm done to the authority. 
But because any thing is made use of for an excuse; it is a sure 
sign they are but pretended more than regarded, but just when 
they serve men’s turns. The council of Constantinople under Leo 
Isaurus is rejected by the Romanists, because there was no pa- 
triarch present but 8. German; though all the world knows the 
reason is because they decreed against images. But if the other 
were a good reason, then it is necessary that all the old patri- 
archs should be present; and if this be true, then the general 
council of Ephesus is null; because all the patriarchs were not 
present at it, and particularly the patriarch of Antioch ; and in 
that of Chaleedon there wanted the patriarch of Alexandria. 
And the first of Constantinople could not have all the patriarchs, 
neither could it be representative of the whole church; because 
at the same time there was another council at Rome: and, 
which is worse to the Romanists than all that, the council of 
Trent upon this and a thousand more is invalid, because them- 
selves reckon but three patriarchs there present; one was of 
Venice, another of Aquileia, and the third was only a titular of 
Jerusalem ; none of which were really any of the old patriarchs, 
whose authority was so great in the ancient councils. 

7. It is impossible as things are now that a general council 
should be a sure rule or judge of faith4, since it can never be 
agreed who of necessity are to be called, and who have decisive 
voices in councils. At Rome they allow none but bishops to give 
sentence, and to subscribe: and yet anciently not only the em- 
perors and their ambassadors did subscribe; but lately at Flo- 
rence, Lateran, and Trent, cardinals and bishops, abbots and 
generals of orders did subscribe; and in the council of Basil, 
priests had decisive voices, and it is notorious that the ancient 
councils were subscribed by the Archimandrites who were but 
abbots, not bishops: and cardinal Jacobatius affirms®, that some- 
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times laymen were admitted to councils, to be judges between 
those that disputed some deep questions. Nay, Gerson says, 
that controversies of faith were sometimes referred to pagan phi- 
losophers, who though they believed it not, yet, supposing it such, 
they determined what was the proper consequent of such princi- 
ples; which the Christians consented: in: and he says, it was so in 
the council of Nice, as is left unto us upon record’. And Eutro- 
pius, a pagan, was chosen judge between Origen and the Mar- 
cionites; and against these he gave sentence, and in behalf of 
Origen. Certain it is, that the states of Germany, in their diet 
at Noremberg, propounded to pope Adrian the VIth, that lay- 
men might be admitted as well as the clergy, and freely to declare 
their judgments without hinderance. And this was no new mat- 
ter, for it was practised in all nations; in Germany, France, 
England, and Spain itself; as who please may see in the 6th, 
8th, and 12th councils of Toledo. So that it is apparent that 
the Romanists, though now they do not, yet formerly they did ; 
and were certainly in the right8: and if any man shall think 
otherwise, he can never be sure that they were in the wrong; 
especially when he shall consider, that the council of the apostles 
not only admitted presbyters, but the laity; who were parties in 
the decree ; as is to be seen in the Acts of the Apostles®: and 
that for this there was also a very great precedent in the Old 
Testament, in a case perfectly like it; when Elijah appealed to 
the people to judge between God and Baal', which of them was 
the Lord, by answering by fire. 

8. But how if the church be divided in a question which hath 
caused so great disturbances that it is thought fit to call a coun- 
cil; here will be an eternal uncertainty: if they call both sides, 
they will never agree: if they call but one, then they are parties 
and judges too. In the general council of Sardis‘, by command 
of the two emperors Constans and Constantius, all bishops, ca- 
tholic and Arians, were equally admitted; so it was also both at 
Ariminum and Seleucia; and so it was at Ferrara, where the 
Greeks and Latins sat together. But if one side only exclude 
all the adversaries, and declare them criminals beforehand, as it 
happened at Trent and Dort, how is that one party a repre- 
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sentative of the church, when so great a part of Christendom is 
not consulted, not heard, not suffered ? 

9. Suppose, a council being called, the bishops be divided in 
their opinion, how shall the decision be? By the major number 
of voices, surely. But how much the major? shall one alone 
above the equal number carry it? That were strange that one 
man should determine the faith of Christendom? Must there be 
two thirds, as it was propounded in Trent, in some cases; but 
if this be, who shall make any man sure that the Holy Spirit of 
God shall go over to those two thirds, and leave the remaining 
party to themselves? And who can ascertain us that the major 
part is the more wise and more holy; or, if they be not, yet that 
they shall speak more truth? But in this also the doctors are 
uncertain and divided; and how little truth is to be given to the 
major part in causes of faith, the Roman doctors may learn from 
their own abbot of Panormo!, and the chancellor of Paris—the 
first saying, “The opinion of one godly man ought to be pre- 
ferred before the pope’s, if it be grounded upon better authorities 
of the Old and New Testament ;” and the latter saying, “ Every 
learned man may and ought to withstand a whole council, if he 
perceive it errs of malice or ignorance.” 

10. The world is not yet agreed in whose power it is to call 
the councils, and if it be done by an incompetent authority, the 
whole convention is schismatical; and therefore not to be trusted 
as a judge of consciences and questions of faith. The emperors 
always did it of old, and the popes of late; but let this be agreed 
first, and then let the other questions come before them; till 
then, we cannot be sure. 

11. Lastly, if general councils be supposed to be the rule and 
measure of faith, Christendom must needs be in a sad condition 
and state of doubt for ever: not only because a council is not 
called, it may be, in two or three ages, but because no man can 
be sure that all things are observed which men say are necessary: 
neither did the several churches ever agree what was necessary, 
nor did they ever agree to set down the laws and conditions re- 
quisite to their being such; and therefore they have well and 
wisely comported themselves in this; that never any general 
council did declare that a general council is infallible. Indeed 
Bellarmine labours greatly to prove it out of scripture: his best 
argument is the promise that Christ made, that when two or three 
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are gathered in my name, I will be in the midst of them; and, I 
will be with you to the end of the world. Now to these authorities 
I am now no other way to answer but by observing that these 
arguments do as much prove every Christian meeting of any sort 
of good Christians to be as infallible as a council, and that a 
diocesan council is as sure a guide as a general: and it is impos- 
sible from those, or any other like words of Christ, to prove the 
contrary ; and therefore gives us no certainty here. 

V_ But if general councils in themselves be so uncertain, yet 
the Roman doctors now at last are come to some certainty ; for 
if the pope confirm a council, then it is right and true, and the 
church is a rule which can never fail, and never can deceive, or 
leave men in uncertainty ; for a spirit of infallibility is then in 
the church’s representative, when head and members are joined 
together. This is their last stress; and if this cord break, they 
have nothing to hold them. 

Now for this, there are divers great considerations which will 
soon put this matter to issue: for although this be the new de- 
vice of the court of Rome, and the pope’s flatterers, especially 
the Jesuits, and that this never was so much as probably proved, 
but boldly affirmed and weakly grounded; yet this is not defined 
as a doctrine of the Roman church. For, 1, we find Bellarmine™ 
reckoning six cases of necessity or utility of calling general coun- 
cils; and four of them are of that nature, that the pope is either 
not in being, or else is a party, the person to be judged: as, 1, if 
there be a schism amongst the popes of Rome, as when there 
happen to be two or three popes together; which happened in 
the councils of Constance and Basil: or, 2, if the pope of Rome 
be suspected of heresy: or, 3, when there is great necessity of 
reformation of manners in head and members; which hath been 
so notoriously called for above 400 years: or, 4, if the election 
of the pope be questioned. Now in these cases it is impossible 
that the consent of the pope should be necessary to make up the 
authority of the council, since the pope is the pars rea, and the 
council is the only judge. And of this there can be no question: 
and therefore the pope's authority is not necessary, nor of avail 
to make the council valid. 

2. If the pope’s approbation of the council make it to be an in- 
fallible guide, then since without it, it is not infallible, not yet the 
supreme judicatory, it follows that the pope is above the council: 
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which is a thing very uncertain in the church of Rome; but it 
hath been denied in divers general councils, as by the first Pisan ; 
by the council of Constance, the fourth and fifth sessions; by the 
council of Basil in the second, the sixteenth, and eighteenth, 
and thirty-third sessions; by the council of Bruges, under Charles 
the VIIth, and by the pragmatic sanction: all which have de- 
clared that “a general council hath its authority immediately 
from Christ, (and consequently not depending on the pope,) and 
that it is necessary that every person, in what dignity soever, 
though papal, should be obedient to it, in things that concern 
faith, the extirpation of schism, and the reformation of the 
church of God both in head and members.” This is the decree of 
the council of Constance; which also adds further, “That whoso- 
ever shall neglect to obey the commands, statutes, ordinances, and 
decrees of this or any other general council lawfully assembled, 
in the things aforesaid, or thereunto pertaining,” (viz. in matters 
of faith or manners,) ““made or to be made, if he do not repent 
of it, he shall undergo a condign penance ; yea, and with recourse 
to other remedies of law against him, of what condition, estate, 
or dignity soever he be, though he be the pope.” The same was 
confirmed in the council of Lausanna, and the second Pisan, in 
the third session: so that here are six general councils all de- 
claring the pope to be inferior and submitted to a council; they 
created popes in some of them; they decreed when councils 
should be called; they judged popes, they deposed them, 
they commanded their obedience, they threatened to impose 
penances if they obeyed not, and to proceed to further reme- 
dies in law; and the second Pisan, beside the former parti- 
culars, declared that the synod neither could nor should be dis- 
solved without their universal consent; nevertheless, by the 
common consent it might be removed to a place of safety. 
especially with the pope, if he could be got to consent thereunto; 
always provided it be not at Rome. And yet this very coun- 
cil was approved and commended by pope Alexander the Vth, 
as both Platina and Nauclerus witness: and the council of 
Constance was called by pope John the XXIIIrd. He presided 
in it, and was for his wicked life deposed by it; and yet Platina, 
in his life, says he approved it; and after him so did pope 
Martin the Vth, (as is to be seen in the last session of that 
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council,) and Eugeniaus the [Vth, and the council of Basil and 
Lausanna°® was confirmed by pope Nicolas the Vth, as is to 
be seen in his bull; and not only pope Martin the Vth, but pope 
Eugenius the [Vth, approved the council of Basil. It were a 
needless trouble to reckon the consenting testimonies of many 
learned divines and lawyers, bearing witness to the councils’ su- 
periority over popes. More material it is that many famous uni- 
versities, particularly that of Paris, Erford, Colein, Vienna, Cra- 
covia, all unanimously did affirm the power of general councils 
over popes, and principally for this thing relied upon the author- 
ity of the general councils of Constance and Basil. 

Now if a general council, confirmed by a pope, be a rule or 
judge of faith and manners, then this is an article of faith, that 
the authority of a general council does not depend upon the pope, 
but on Christ immediately ; and then the pope’s confirmation does 
not make it valid, any more than the confirmation or consent of 
the other patriarchs for their respective provinces. For here are 
many councils, and they confirmed by divers popes. 

But that it may appear how uncertain all, even the greatest 
things are at RomeP, cardinal Cajetan wrote a book against this 
doctrine, and against the councils of Constance, Basil, and Pisa, 
and Gerson the chancellor of Paris: which book king Lewis the 
XIIth of France required the university of Paris to examine ; 
which they did to very good purpose. And the latter popes of 
Rome have used their utmost diligence to disgrace and nullify all 
these councils, and to stifle the voice and consciences of all men, 
and to trample general councils under their feet. Now how can 
the souls of Christian people put their questions and differences 
to their determination, who themselves are biting and scratching 
one another? He was likely to prove but an ill physician, who 
gave advices to a woman that had gotten a cold, when himself 
could scarce speak for coughing. I am not concerned here to say 
what I think of the question, or whether the council or the pope 
be in the right ; for I think, as to the power of determining mat- 
ters of faith infallibly, they are both in the wrong. But that 
which I observe is, that the church of Rome is greatly divided 
about their judge of controversies, and are never like to make an 
end of it, unless one party be beaten into a good compliant belief 
with the other. I shall only add a conclusion to these pre- 
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mises in the words of Bellarmine4; Si concilia generalia possent 
errare, nullum esset in ecclesia firmum judicium, quo controversie 
compont, et unitas in ecclesia servari possit: “ If a general council 
can err, there is no sure judgment in church for the compos- 
ing controversies and preserving unity.” I shall not need to 
take advantage of these words, by observing that Bellarmine 
hath by them evacuated all the authority of the pope’s defining 
questions in cathedra; for if a general council can fail, nothing 
amongst them can be certain. This is that which I observe ; 
that since this thing is rendered so uncertain upon the stock of 
their own wranglings, and not agreeing upon which are general 
councils ; one part condemning some, which very many others 
among them acknowledge for such: it is impossible, by their own 
doctrine, that they can have any place where to set their foot, 
and say, Here I fix upon a rock, and cannot be moved. And 
there being so many conditions required, and so many ways of 
failing laid to their charge, and many more that may be found 
out; and it being impossible that we can be infallibly assured that 
none of them hath happened in any general council that comes 
to be questioned ; how can any man rely upon the decision of a 
council as infallible, of which he cannot ever be infallibly assured 
that it hath proeceded concilialiter, (as Bellarmine’s new word 
is,) or that it hath in it nothing that does evacuate or lessen its 
authority. And after all this, suppose we are all agreed about 
any convention, and allow it to be a general council; yet they do 
not always end the questions when they have defined them; and 
the decrees themselves make a new harvest of uncertainties: of 
this we have too many witnesses, even all the questions which 
in the world are made concerning the sense and meaning of the 
decrees and canons in the respective councils. And when Andreas 
Vega, and Dominicus & Soto, and Soto, and Catarinus, (who were 
all present at the council of Trent", and understood the meaning 
of the council as well as any, except the legates and their secret 
junto,) wrote books against one another, and both sides brought 
the words of the council for themselves, and yet neither prevail- 
ed; Sancta Croce the legate, who well enough understood that 
the council intended not to determine the truth, yet, to silence 
their wranglings in the council, let them dispute abroad ; but the 
council would not end it, by clearing the ambiguity. And since 
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this became the mode of Christendom to do so upon design; it 
can be no wonder that things are left uncertain for all the de- 
crees of councils. 

It is well therefore that the church of Rome requires faith to 
her conclusions greater than her premises can persuade. It is 
the only way of escaping that is left them, as being conscious that 
none of their arguments can enforce what they would have be- 
lieved. And to the same purpose it is, that they teach the con- 
clusions and definitions of councils to be infallible, though their 
arguments and proceedings be fallible and pitiful and false. If 
they can persuade the world to this, they have got the goal; only 
it ought to be confessed by them that do submit to the defini- 
tion, that they do so, moved to it by none of their reasons, but 
they know not why. 

I do not here enter into the particular examination of the mat- 
ters determined by many councils; by which it might largely and 
plainly appear how greatly general councils have been mistaken. 
This hath been observed already by many very learned men: and 
the council of Trent is the greatest instance of it in the world, as 
will be made to appear in the procedure of this book. But the 
Romanists themselves by rejecting divers general councils have 
(as I have above observed) given proof enough of this. ‘That all 
things are here uncertain I have proved; and that if there be 
error here, there can be no certainty any where else, Bellarmine 
confesses: so that I have thus far discharged what I undertook. 

But beyond this there are some other particulars fit to be 
considered, by which it will yet further appear that in the church 
of Rome, unless they will rely upon the plain scriptures, they 
have no sure foundation: instance in those several articles, which 
some of the Roman doctors say are de fide ; and others of their 
own party, when they are pressed with them, say they are not de 
fide, but the opinions of private doctors; that if a prince turn 
heretic, that is, be not of the Roman party, he presently loses all 
right to his temporal dominions; that the pope can change king- 
doms, taking from one and giving to another, this is esteemed 
by the Jesuits a matter of faith. It is certa, indubitata, definita 
cirorum clarissimorum sententia, said Creswel the Jesuit, in his 
Philopater. F. Garnet said more, it is totins ecclesia et quidem 
ab antiquissimis temporibus consensione recepta doctrina. It is 
received, saith Creswel, by the whole school of divines and canon 
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lawyers ; nay, it is certum et de fide, it is matter of faith. I know 
that the English priests will think themselves injured if you im- 
pute this doctrine to them, or say, It is the catholic doctrine : 
and yet, that this power in temporals, that he can depose kings 
sometimes, is in the pope, non opinio, sed certitudo apud catholicos 
est, said Bellarmine’, “it is more than an opinion, it is certain 
amongst the catholics.” Now since this is not believed by all 
that call themselves catholics, and yet by others of greatest note 
it is said to be the catholic doctrine, to be certain, to be a point 
of faith; I desire to know, where this faith is founded, which is 
the house of faith, where is their warrant, their authority, and 
foundation of their article. For if an English scholar in the 
college at Rome had, in confession to F. Parsons, Creswel, Garnet, 
Bellarmine, or any of their parties, confessed that he had spoken 
against the pope’s power of deposing kings in any case, or of any 
pretence of killing kings, it is certain they could not have absolved 
him till he had renounced his heresy; and they must have de- 
clared that if he had died in that persuasion, he must have been 
damned ; what rest shall this poor man have, or hope for? He 
pretends that the council of Constance had declared for his opin- 
ion; and therefore that his and not theirs is certain and matter 
of faith: they tell him no; and yet for their article of faith, have 
neither father nor council, scripture nor reason, tradition nor 
ancient precedent; where then is this foundation upon which 
the article is built? It lies low, as low as hell, but ean never be 
made to appear; and yet amongst them, articles of faith grow 
up without root and without foundation; but a man may be 
threatened with damnation amongst them for any trifle, and 
affrighted with clappers and men of clouts. If they have a clear 
and certain rule, why do their doctors differ about the points of 
faith? They say some things are articles of faith, and yet do not 
think fit to give a reason of their faith; for indeed they cannot. 
But if this be the way of it amongst Roman doctors, they may 
have many faiths, as they have Breviaries in several churches ; 
secundum usum Sarum, secundum usum schole Romane ; and so, 
without ground or reason, even the catholics become heretics one 
to another: it is by chance if it happen to be otherwise. 

2. What makes a point to be de fide ? If it be said, the de- 
cision of a general council; then since no general council hath 
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said so, then this proposition is not de fide, that “what a general 
council says is true, is to be believed as matter of faith ;” for if 
the authority be not de fide, then how can the particulars of her 
determination be de fide ? for the conclusion must follow the 
weaker part ; and if the authority itself be left in uncertainty, 
the decrees cannot be infallible. 

3. As no man living can tell that a council hath proceeded 
rightly ; so no man can tell when an article of faith is firmly 
decreed, or when a matter is sufficiently propounded, or when 
the pope hath perfectly defined an article: of all this the canon 
law is the greatest testimony in the world, where there is council 
against council, pope against pope; and among so many decrees 
of faith and manners it cannot be told what is, and what is not 
certain. For when the popes have sent their rescripts to a bishop, 
or any other prelate, to order an affair of life or doctrine; either 
he wrote that with an intent to oblige all Christendom, or did not. 
If not, why is it put into the body of the laws; for what is a 
greater signature, or can pass a greater obligation than the 
authentic code of laws? But if these were written with an intent 
to oblige all Christendom; how come they to be prejudiced, re- 
scinded, abrogated, by contrary laws and desuetude, by change 
of times and changes of opinion? And in all that great body of 
laws registered in the Decretum and the Decretals, Clementines, 
and Extravagants, there is no sign or distinctive cognizance of one 
from another, and yet some of them are regarded, and very many 
are not. When pope Stephen decreed that those who were con- 
verted from heresy should not be rebaptized ; and to that purpose 
wrote against S. Cyprian‘ in the question, and declared it to be 
unlawful, and threatened excommunication to them that did it ; 
(as S. Austin tells;) S.Cyprian regarded it not, but he and a 
council of fourscore bishops decreed it ought to be done, and did 
so to their dying day. Bellarmine admits all this to be true ; 
but says, that pope Stephen did not declare this tanquam de fide ; 
but that after this definition it was free to every one to think as 
they list; nay, that though it was plain that 8. Cyprian" refused 
to obey the pope’s sentence, yet non est omnino certum, that he 
did sin mortally. By all this he hath made it apparent, that it 
cannot easily be known when a pope does define a thing to be de 
Jide, or when it is a sin to disobey him, or when it is necessary he 
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should be obeyed. Now then since in the canon law there are so 
very many decrees, and yet no mark of difference, of right or 
wrong, necessary or not necessary ; how shall we be able to know 
certainly in what state or condition the soul of every of the pope’s 
subjects is? especially since without any cognizance or certain 
mark all the world are commanded under pain of damnation to 
obey the pope. In the Extravagant de Mayjoritate et Obedientia, 
are these words, Dicimus, definimus, pronunciamus absolute neces- 
sarium ad salutem omni humane creature, subesse Romano ponti- 
fici. Now when can it be thought that a pope defines any article 
in cathedra, if these words, Dicimus, definimus, pronunciamus, et 
necessarium ad salutem, be not sufficient to declare his intention ? 
Now if this be true that the pope said this; he said true or false. 
If false, how sad is the condition of the Romanists, who are 
affrighted with the terrible threatenings of damnation for nothing? 
And if it be true, what became of the souls of S. Cyprian* and the 
African bishops, who did not submit to the bishop of Rome, but 
called him “ proud, ignorant, and of a dark and wicked mind!” 
Serio precepit, said Bellarmine ; “he seriously commanded it,” 
but did not determine it as necessary: and how in a question of 
faith, and so great concern this distinction can be of any avail, 
can never be known, and can never be proved ; since they declare 
the pope sufficiently to be of that faith against S. Cyprian and the 
Africans, and that in pursuance of this his faith he proceeded so 
far and so violently. But now the matter is grown infinitely 
worse. For, 1, the popes of Rome have made innumerable de- 
crees in the Decretum, Decretals, Bulls, Taxes, Constitutions, 
Clementines, and Extravagantsy. 2. They, as Albericus de 
Rosate, a great canonist, affirms, sometimes exalt their Consti- 
tutions, and sometimes abase them, according to the times. 
And yet, 3, all of them are verified and imposed under the same 
sanction by the council of Trent; all, I say, which were ever 
made in favour of ecclesiastical persons, and the liberties of the 
church ; which are indeed the greater part of all after Gratian’s 
decree: witness the Decretals of Gregory the [Xth, Boniface the 
VILIth, the Collectio diversarum Constitutionum et Literarum 
Romanorum Pontificum, and the Decretal Epistles of the Roman 
bishops in three volumes, besides the Ecloga Bullarum et Motuum 
propriorum. All this is not only an intolerable burden to the 
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Christian churches, but a snare to consciences, and no man can 
tell by all this that is before him, whether he deserve love or 
hatred, whether he be in the state of mortal sin, of damnation, or 
salvation. But this is no new thing: more than this was decreed 
in the ancient canon law itself. Sic omnes sanctiones apostolice 
sedis accipiende sunt tanquam ipsius divina voce Petri firmate. 
And again, Ab omnibus quicquid statuit, quicquid ordinat, perpetuo 
quidem et infragibiliter observandum est. All men must at all 
times with all submission observe all things whatsoever are de- 
creed or ordained by the Roman church. Nay, licet via ferendum, 
although what that holy see imposes be as yet scarce tolerable, 
yet let us bear it, and with holy devotion suffer it, says the canon?, 
In memoriam. And that all this might indeed be an intoler- 
able yoke, the canon, Nullt fas est, adds the pope’s curse and 
final threatenings. Sit ergo ruine sue dolore prostratus, quisquis 
apostolicis voluertt contraire decretis ; and every one that obeys 
not the apostolical decrees is majoris excommunicationis dejectione 
abjictendus. The canon is directed particularly against the clergy. 
And the gloss upon this canon affirms, that he who denies the 
pope’s power of making canons (viz. to oblige the church) is a 
heretic. Now considering that the decree of Gratian is concor- 
dantia discordantiarum, a heap or bundle of contrary opinions, 
doctrines and rules; and they agree no otherwise than a hyzna 
and a dog catched in the same snare, or put into a bag; and 
that the Decretals and Extravagants are in very great parts 
of them nothing but boxes of tyranny and error, usurpation and 
superstition; only that upon those boxes they write ecclesia 
catholica, and that all these are commanded to be believed and 
observed respectively ; and all gainsayers to be cursed and ex- 
communicated ; and that the twentieth part of them is not 
known to the Christian world, and some are rejected, and some 
never accepted, and some slighted into desuetude, and some 
thrown off as being a load too heavy, and yet that there is no 
rule to discern these things; it must follow that matters of faith 
determined and recorded in the canon Jaw, and the laws of man- 
ners there established, and the matter of salvation and damnation 
consequent to the observation or not observation of them, must 
needs be infinitely uncertain, and no man can from their grounds 
know what shall become of him. 

‘There are so very many points of faith in the church of Rome, 
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and so many decrees of councils, which, when they please, make 
an article of faith, and so many are presumptuously by private 
doctors affirmed to be de fide which are not; that, considering 
that the common people are not taught to rely upon the plain 
words of scripture, and the Apostles’ Creed, for a sufficient rule 
of their faith, but are threatened with damnation, if they do not 
believe whatever their church hath determined; and yet they 
neither do nor can know it but by the word of their parish priest 
or confessor; it lies in the hand of every parish priest to make 
the people believe any thing, and be of any religion, and trust to 
any article, as they shall choose and find to their purpose. The 
council of Trent requires traditions to be added and received 
equal with scriptures ; they both, not singly, but in conjunction, 
making up the full object of faith; and so the most learned, and 
indeed generally their whole church understands one to be incom- 
plete without the other: and yet master White, who, I suppose, 
tells the same thing to his neighbours, affirms that it is not the 
catholic position, that all its doctrines are not contained in scrip- 
ture; which proposition being tied with the decree of the council 
of Trent, gives a very good account of it, and makes it excellent 
sense. Thus, “ traditions must be received with equal authority 
to the scripture,” saith the council; and wonder not, for, saith 
master White, “all the traditions of the church are in scripture.” 
You may believe so, if you please; for the contrary is not a ca- 
tholic doctrine. But if these two things do not agree better, 
then it will be hard to tell what regard will be had to what the 
council says: the people know not that, but as their priest 
teaches them. And though they are bound under greatest pains 
to believe the whole catholic religion; yet that the priests them- 
selves do not know it, or wilfully misreport it, and therefore that 
the people cannot tell it, it is too evident in this instance, and in 
the multitude of disputes which are amongst themselves, about 
many considerable articles in their catholic religion. Pius Quin- 
tus‘, speaking of Thomas Aquinas, calls his doctrine the most 
certain rule of Christian religion. And divers particulars of the 
religion of the Romanists are proved out of the revelations of 
S. Briget, which are contradicted by those of S. Katherine of 
Siena. Now they, not relying on the way of God, fall into the 
hands of men, who teach them according to the interest of their 
order, or private fancy, and expound their rules by measures of 
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their own, but yet such which they make to be the measures of 
salvation and damnation. They are taught to rely for their faith 
upon the church, and this, when it comes to practice, is nothing 
but their private priest; and he does not always tell them the 
sense of their church, and is not infallible in declaring the sense 
of it, and is not always (as appears in the instance now set down) 
faithful in relating of it, but first cozens himself by his subtilty, 
and then others by his confidence: and therefore it is impossible 
there can be any certainty to them that proceed this way, when 
God hath so plainly given them a better, and requires of them 
nothing but to live a holy life, as a superstructure of Christian 
faith described by the apostles in plain places of scripture, and 
in the apostolical creed; in which they can suffer no illusion, and 
where there is no uncertainty in the matters to be believed. 

IV The next thing I observe is, that they all talking of the 
church, as of a charm and sacred amulet, yet they cannot by all 
their arts make us certain where or how infallibly to find this 
church. I have already in this section proved this in the main 
inquiry, by shewing that the church is that body which they do 
not rely upon; but now I shall shew that the church which they 
would point out can never be certainly known to be the true 
church by those indications and signs which they offer to the 
world as her characteristic notes. S. Austin4, in his excellent 
book De Unitate Ecclesia, affirms, that the church is nowhere 
to be found, but in prescripto legis, in prophetarum predictis, in 
Psalmorum cantibus, in ipsius pastoris vocibus, in evangelistarum 
predicationibus et laboribus ; hoc est, in omnibus sanctorum cano- 
nicis authoritatebus ; in the scriptures only. And he gives but 
one great note of it; and that is, “adhering to the head, 
Jesus Christ ;” for the church is Christ’s body, who by charity are 
united to one another and to Christ their head; and he that is 
not a member of Christ cannot obtain salvation. And he adds 
no other mark, but that Christ’s church is not this, or that, viz. 
not of one denomination, but xa’ SAov dispersed over the face of 
the earth. The church of Rome* makes adhesion to the head, 
(not Jesus Christ, but) the bishop of Rome, to be of the essential 
constitution of the church. Now this, being the great question 
between the church of Rome and the Greek church, and indeed 
of all other churches of the world, is so far from being a sign to 


4 Lib. de Unit. Eccles. cap. 17. Ergo e Bellarm. de Eccles. Militant. lib. 3. 
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know the church by, that it is apparent they have no ground of 
their faith; but the great question of Christendom, and that 
which is condemned by all the Christian world but themselves, 
is their foundation. 

And this is so much the more considerable, because concerning 
very many heads of their church, it was too apparent that they 
were not so much as members of Christ, but the basest of crimi- 

nals, and enemies of all godliness. And concerning others that 
were not so notoriously “wicked, they could not be certain that 
they were members of Christ, or that they were not of their 
father the Devil. The Spirit of truth was promised to the apo- 
stles upon condition; and Judas fell from it by transgression. 
But the uncertainties are yet greater. 

Adhering to the pope cannot be a certain note of the church; 
because no man can be certain who is true pope. For the pope, 
if he be a simoniac, is ipso facto no pope: as appears in the bull 
of Julius the IInd. And yet besides that he himself was called 
a most notorious simoniac, Sixtus Quintus gave an obligation 
under his hand, upon condition that the cardinal d’Este would 
bring over his voices to him and make him pope, that he would 
never make Hierom Matthew a cardinal; which when he broke, 
the cardinal sent his obligation to the king of Spain, who in- 
tended to aecuse him of simony; but it broke the pope’s heart, 
and so he escaped here, and was reserved to be heard before a 
more unerring judicatory. And when Pius Quartus used all the 
secret arts to dissolve the council of Trent, and yet not to be 
seen in it, and to that purpose dispatched away the bishops from 
Rome, he forbade the archbishop of Turris' to go, because he 
had been too free in declaring his opinion for the jus divinum of 
the residence of bishops: he at the same time durst not trust 
the bishop of Cesena, for a more secret reason; but it was 
known enough to many. He was a familiar friend of the cardinal 
of Naples, whose father the count of Montebello had in his hand 
an obligation, which that pope had given to the cardinal for a 
sum of money for his voice in the election of him to the papacy. 
And all the workl have been full of noises and pasquils, sober 
and grave, comical and tragical accusations of the simony of the 
popes for divers ages together; and since no man can certainly 
know that the pope is not simoniacal, no man can safely rely on 
him as a true pope, or the true pope for an infallible judge. 
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2. If the pope be a heretic, he is ipso facto no pope: now that 
this is very possible, Bellarmine supposes, because he makes that 
one of the necessary cases in which a general council is to be 
called; as I have shewed above. And this uncertainty is mani- 
fest in an instance that can never be wiped off; for when Liberius 
had subscribed Arianism and the condemnation of S. Athanasius, 
and the Roman clergy had deprived Liberius of his papacy, S. 
Felix was made pope ; and then either Liberius was no pope, or 
S. Felix was not; and one was a heretic, or the other a schisma- 
tic; and then, as it was hard to tell who was their church’s 
head, so it was impossible that by adherence to either of them 
their subjects could be proved to be catholics. 

3. There have been many schisms in the church of Rome, and 
many anti-popes which were acknowledged for true andle gitimate 
by several churches and kingdoms respectively ; and some that 
were chosen into the places of the deposed, even by councils, 
were a, while after disowned and others chosen; which was a known 
case in the times of the councils of Constance and Basil. And 
when a council was sitting, and it became a question, who had 
power to choose, the council or the cardinals? what man could 
cast his hopes of eternity upon the adherence to one, the certainty 
of whose legitimation was determined by power and interest, and 
could not by all the learning and wisdom of Christendom? 

4, There was one pope who was made head of the church 
before he was a priest : it was Constantine the Second ; who cer- 
tainly succeeded not in S. Peter's privileges, when he was not 
capable of his chair; and yet he was their head of the church for a 
year: but how adherence to the pope should then be a note of 
the church, I desire to know from some of the Roman lawyers; 
for the divines know it not. I will not trouble this account with 
any questions about the female head of their church ; I need not 
seek for matter, I am pressed with too much; and therefore I 
shall omit very many other considerations about the nullities, and 
insufficiencies, and impieties, and irregularities of many popes; 
and consider their other notes of the church, to try if they can fix 
this inquiry upon any certainty. 

Bellarmine reckons fifteen notes of the church. It is a 
mighty hue and cry after a thing that he pretends is visible 
to all the world. 1 The very name catholic is his first note : 
he might as well have said the word church is a note of the 
church ; for he cannot be ignorant but that all Christians, who 
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esteem themselves members of the church, think and eall them- 
selves members of the catholic church ; and the Greeks give the 
same title to their churches. Nay, all conventions of heretics 
anciently did so; andtherefore I shall quit Bellarmine of this note 
by the words of Lactantius, which himself also (a little forget- 
ting himself) quotes: Sed taimen singuli quique hereticorum co- 
tus se potissimum Christianos, et suam esse catholicam ecclesiam, 
putant. 2. Antiquity indeed is a note of the church, and Salme- 
ron proves it to be so, from the example of Adam and Eve, most 
learnedly. But it is certain, that “God had a church in para- 
dise,” is as good an argument for the church of England and Ire- 
land as for Rome; for we derive from them as certainly as do the 
Italians, and have as much of Adam’s religion as they have. But 
a church might have been very ancient, and yet become no church ; 
and without separating from a greater church. The church 
of the Jews is the great example; and the church of Rome, unless 
she takes better heed, may be another. S. Paul hath plainly 
threatened it to the church of Rome. 3. Duration is made a note: 
now this respects the time past, or the time to come. If the time 
past, then the church of Britain was Christian before Rome 
was; and, blessed be God, are so at this day. If duration 
means the time to come; for so Bellarmine says', Ecclesia 
dicittur catholica, non solum quia semper fuit, sed etiam quia 
semper erit; so we have a rare note for us who are alive to discern 
the church of Rome to be the catholic church, and we may pos- 
sibly come to know it by this sign many ages after we are dead; 
because she will last always. But this sign is not yet come to 
pass ; and when it shall come to pass, it will prove our church to 
be the catholic church as well as that of Rome, and the Greek 
church as well as both of us; for these churches, at least some 
of them, have begun sooner, and, for ought they or we know, they 
all may so continue longer. 4. Amplitude was no note of the 
church when the world was Arian; and is as little now, because 
that a great part of Europe is papal. 5. Succession of bishops is 
an excellent conservatory of Christian doctrine, but it is as noto- 
rious in the Greek church as in the Roman; and therefore cannot 
signify which is the true church, unless they be both true, and then 
the church of England can claim by this tenure as having, since 
her being Christian, a succession of bishops never interrupted, 
but, as all others have been, in persecution. 6. Consent in doc- 
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trine with the ancient church may be a good sign or a bad, as it 
happens ; but the church of Rome hath not, and never can prove, 
the pure and prime antiquity to be of her side. 7% Union of 
members among themselves and with their head is very good, if 
the members be united in truth, (for else it may be a conspiracy,) 
and if by head be meant Jesus Christ; and indeed this is the only 
true sign of the church: but if by head be meant the Roman pope, 
it may be ecclesia malignantium, and Antichrist may sit in the 
chair. But the uncertainty of this note, as it relates to this 
question, | have already manifested ; and what excellent concord 
there is in the church of Rome, we are taught by the question of 
supremacy of councils or popes, and now also by the strict and 
loving concord between the Jansenists and Molinists, and the 
abettors of the immaculate conception of the blessed virgin-mo- 
ther, with their antagonists. 8. Sanctity of doctrine is an excel- 
lent note of the church: but that is the question amongst all the 
pretenders, and is not any advantage to the church of Rome ; 
unless it be a holy thing to worship images, to trample upon 
kings, to reconcile a wicked life with the hopes of heaven at the 
last minute, by the charm of external ministries, to domineer over 
consciences, to impose useless and intolerable burdens, to damn 
all the world that are not their slaves, to shut up the fountains 
of salvation from the people, to be easier in dispensing with the 
laws of God than the laws of the church, to give leave to princes 
to break their oaths; as pope Clement the VIIth did to Francis 
the First of France to cozen the emperor‘; and as pope Julius 
the IInd did to Ferdinand of Arragon, sending him an absolution 
for his treachery against the king of France; not to keep faith 
with heretics, to find out tricks to entrap them that trusted to 
their letters of safe conduct, to declare that popes cannot be bound 
by their promises: for pope Paul the IVth in a conclave, A.D. 
1555, complained of them that said he could make but four car- 
dinals, because (forsooth) he had sworn so in the conclave!; say- 
ing. This was to bind the pope, whose authority is absolute; that 
it is an article of faith that the pope cannot be bound, much less 
ean he bind himself; that to sav otherwise was a manifest heresy; 
and against them that should obstinately persevere in saving so, 
he threatened the inquisition. These indeed are holy doctrines 
taught and practised respectively by their holinesses at Rome, and 
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indeed are the notes of their church; if by the doctrine of the 
head to whom they are bound to adhere, we may guess at the doc- 
trine of their body. 9. The prevalency of their doctrine is pro- 
duced for a good note; and yet this is a greater note of Ma- 
humetanism than of Christianity ; and was once of Arianism: 
and yet the argument is not now so good at Rome as it was 
before Luther’s time. 10. That the chiefs of the pope’s reli- 
gion lived more holy lives than others, gives some light that 
their church is the true one. But I had thought that their popes 
had been the chiefs of their religion, till now; and if so, then 
this was a good note while they did live well; but that was 
before popery: since that time, we will guess at their church 
by the holiness of the lives of those that rule and teach all; and 
then if we have none to follow amongst us, yet we know whom 
we are to fly amongst them. 11. Miracles were in the be- 
ginning of Christianity a note of true believers; Christ told us 
so™, And he also taught us that Antichrist should be revealed 
in lying signs and wonders, and commanded us by that token to 
take heed of them. And the church of Rome would take it ill, 
if we should call them, as S. Austin did the Donatists, miradili- 
artos, “miracle mongers ;” concerning which he that pleases to 
read that excellent tract of S. Austin, De Unitate Ecclesiae, cap. 
14. will be sufficiently satisfied in this particular, and in the main 
ground and foundation of the protestant religion. In the mean 
time, it may suffice that Bellarmine says", miracles are a sign of 
the true church; and Salmeron says, that they are no certain 
signs of the true church, but may be done by the false. 12. The 
spirit of prophecy is also a pretty sure note of the true church, and 
yet, in the dispute between Israel and Judah, Samaria and Jerusa- 
lem, it was of no force, but was really in both. And at the day of 
judgment Christ shall reject some, who will allege that they pro- 
phesied in his name. I deny not but there have been some 
prophets in the church of Rome, Johannes de Rupe scissa, 
Anselmus Marsicanus, Robert Grosthead, bishop of Lincoln, 
S. Hildegardis, abbot Joachim, whose prophecies and _pic- 
tures prophetical were published by Theophrastus Paracelsus, 
and John Adrasder, and by Paschalinus Regiselmus at Venice, 
1589 ; but (as Ahab said concerning Micaiah) these do not pro- 
phesy good concerning Rome, but evil: and that Rome should be 
reformed in ore gladii cruentandi was one of the prophecies ; and, 
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universa sanctorum ecclesia abscondetur, “that the whole church 
of the saints shall be hidden,” viz. in the days of Antichrist ; 
and that in the days of darkness, the elect of God shall have 
that faith or wisdom to themselves which they have, and shall 
not dare to preach it publicly, was another prophecy, and carries 
its meaning upon the forehead; and many more I could tell; but 
whether such prophecies as these be good signs that the church 
of Rome is the true church, I desire to be informed by the Roman 
doctors, before I trouble myself any further to consider the par- 
ticulars. 13. Towards the latter end of this catalogue of won- 
derful signs, the confession of adversaries is brought in for a note; 
and no question they intended it so! But did ever any protestant, 
remaining so, confess the church of Rome to be the true catholic 
church ? Let the man be named, anda sufficient testimony brought, 
that he was mentis compos, and I will grant to the church of Rome 
this to be the best note they have. 14. But since the enemies of 
the church have all had tragical ends, it is no question but this 
signifies the church of Rome to be the only church. Indeed if 
all the protestants had died unnatural deaths, and all the papists, 
nay if all the popes, had died quietly in their beds, we had reason 
to deplore our sad calamity, and inquire after the cause; but we 
could never have told by this: for by all that is before him, a 
man cannot tell whether he deserves love or hatred. And all 
the world finds that, as dies the papist, so dies the protestant ; 
and the like event happens to them all; excepting only some 
popes have been remarked by their own histories, for funest and 
direful deaths. 15. And lately, temporal prosperity is brought 
for a note of the true church; and for this there is great reason, 
because the cross is the highway to heaven, and Christ promised 
to his disciples for their lot in this world great and lasting perse- 
cutions, and the church felt this blessing for 300 years together. 
But this had been a better argument in the mouth of a Turkish 
mufti than a Roman cardinal. 

And now if by all these things we cannot certainly know that 
the church of Rome is the true catholic church, how shall the 
poor Roman catholic be at rest in his inquiry? Here is in all 
this nothing but uncertainty of truth, or certainty of error. 

And what is needful to be added more? I might tire myself 
and my reader, if I should enumerate all that were very consi- 
derable in this inquiry. I shall not therefore insist upon their 
uncertainties in their great and considerable questions about 
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the number of the sacraments, which to be seven is with them 
an article of faith ; and yet since there is not amongst them any 
authentic definition of a sacrament, and it is not, nor cannot be 
a matter of faith, to tell what is the form of a sacrament, therefore 
it is impossible it should be a matter of faith to tell how many 
they are: for in this case they cannot tell the number, unless 
they know for what reason they are to be accounted so. The 
Fathers and Schoolmen differ greatly in the definition of a sacra- 
ment, and consequently in the numbering of them. 8S. Cyprian 
and S. Bernard reckon washing the disciples’ feet to be a sacra- 
ment; and S. Austin called omnem ritum cultus Divini a sacra- 
ment; and otherwhile he says there are but two: and the 
Schoolmen dispute whether or no a sacrament can be defined. 
And by the council of Trent, clandestine marriages are said to be 
a sacrament, and yet that the church always detested them ; 
which indeed might very well be; for the blessed eucharist is a 
sacrament, but yet private masses and communions the ancient 
church always did detest, except in the cases of necessity. But 
then, when at Trent they declared them to be nullities, it would 
be very hard to prove them to be sacraments. All the whole 
affair in their sacrament of order is a body of contingent propo- 
sitions. They cannot agree where the Apostles received their 
several orders, by what form of words, and whether at one time, 
or by parts: and in the institution of the Lord’s supper, the same 
words by which some of them say they were made priests, they 
generally expound them to signify a duty of the laity, as well as 
the clergy, hoc facite, which signifies one thing to the priest and 
another to the people, and yet there is no mark of difference. 
They cannot agree where or by whom extreme unction was 
instituted. They cannot tell whether any wafer be actually tran- 
substantiated, because they never can know by Divine faith 
whether the supposed priest be a real priest, or had right inten- 
tion; and yet they certainly do worship it in the midst of all 
uncertainties. But I will add nothing more but this: what 
wonder is it ,if all things in the church of Rome be uncertain, 
when they cannot, dare not trust their reason or their senses in 
the wonderful invention of transubstantiation? and when many 
of their wisest doctors profess that their pretended infallibility 
does finally rely upon prudential motives ? 

I conclude this therefore with the words of S. Austin °, Remotis 
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ergo omnibus talibus, &c. ‘“ All things therefore being removed, 
let them demonstrate their church if they can, not in the sermons 
and rumours of the Africans (Romans), not in the councils of 
their bishops, not in the letters of any disputers, not in signs and 
deceitful miracles, because against these things we are warned 
and prepared by the word of the Lord; but in the prescript of 
the law, of the prophets, of the psalms, of the evangelists, and all 
the canonical authorities of the holy books.” And that is my 
next undertaking, to shew the firmness of the foundation, and the 
great principle of the religion of the church of England and 
Ireland, even the holy scriptures. 


SECTION II. 


Of the sufficiency of the holy scriptures to salvation, which is the great 
foundation and ground of the protestant religion. 


Tuts question is between the church of Rome and the church of 
England ; and therefore it supposes that it is amongst them who 
believe the scriptures to be the word of God. The Old and New 
Testament are agreed upon to be the word of God; and that they 
are so, is delivered to us by the current descending testimony of 
all ages of Christianity ; and they who thus are first led into this 
belief find upon trial great after-proofs, by arguments both ex- 
ternal and internal, and such as cause a perfect adhesion to this 
truth, that they are God’s word; an adhesion, I say, so perfect, 
as excludes all manner of practical doubting. Now then, amongst 
us so persuaded the question is, Whether or no the scriptures 
be a sufficient rule of our faith, and contain in them all things 
necessary to salvation? or is there any other word of God besides 
the scriptures, which delivers any points of faith or doctrines of 
life necessary to salvation? This was the state of the question till 
yesterday. And although the church of Rome affirmed tradition 
to be a part of the object of faith, and that without the addition 
of doctrine, and practices delivered by tradition, the scriptures 
were not a perfect rule, but together with tradition they are ; 
yet now two or three gentlemen have got upon the coach wheel, 
and have raised a cloud of dust enough to put out the eyes even 
of their own party, making them not to see what till now all their 
seers told themP: and tradition is not only a suppletory to the 
deficiencies of scripture, but it is now the only record of faith. 
But because this is too bold and impossible an attempt, and hath 
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lately been sufficiently reproved by some learned persons of our 
church, I shall therefore not trouble myself with such a frontless 
error and illusion, but speak that truth, which by justifying the 
scripture’s fulness and perfection will overthrow the doctrine of 
the Roman church denying it, and, ex abwndanti, cast down this 
new mud wall, thrown into a dirty heap by M. W_ and his under- 
dauber M.S., who with great pleasure behold and wonder at 
their own work, and call it a marble building. 

1. That the scripture is a full and sufficient rule to Christians 
in faith and manners, a full and perfect declaration of the will of 
God, is therefore certain because we have no other. For if we 
consider the grounds upon which all Christians believe the serip- 
tures to be the word of God, the same grounds prove that nothing 
else is. These indeed have a testimony that is credible as any 
thing that makes faith to men, the universal testimony of all 
Christians ; in respect of which S. Austin said, Hvangelio non 
crederem, &c. “I should not believe the gospel, if the authority 
of the church” (that is, of the universal church) “did not move 
me.” The apostles at first owned these writings; the churches 
received them; they transmitted them to their posterity ; they 
grounded their faith upon them ; they proved their propositions 
by them; by them they confuted heretics ; and they made them 
the measures of right and wrong: all that collective body of 
doctrines, of which all Christians consentingly made public con- 
fessions, and on which all their hopes of salvation did rely, were 
all contained in them ; and they agreed in no point of faith which 
is not plainly set down in scripture. And all this is so certain, 
that we all profess ourselves ready to believe any other article 
which can pretend and prove itself thus proved, thus descended. 
For we know a doctrine is neither more nor less the word of God 
for being written or unwritten, that is but accidental and extrin- 
sical to it, for it was first unwritten, and then the same thing was 
written; only when it was written it was better conserved and 
surer transmitted, and not easily altered, and more fitted to be a 
rule; and indeed only can be so; not but that every word of God 
is as much a rule as any word of God, but we are sure that what 
is so written and so transmitted is God’s word; whereas con- 
cerning other things which were not written, we have no certain 
records, no evident proof, no sufficient conviction ; and therefore 
it is not capable of being owned as the rule of faith or life. 
because we do not know it to be the word of God. If any doe. 
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trine which is offered to us by the church of Rome, and which is 
not in scripture, be proved as scripture is, we receive it equally ; 
but if it be not, it is to be received according to the degree of 
its probation; and if it once comes to be disputed by wise and 
good men, if it came in after the apostles, if it rely but upon a 
few testimonies, or is to be laboriously argued into a precarious 
persuasion, it cannot be the true ground of faith, and salvation 
can never rely upon it. The truth of the assumption in this 
argument will rely upon an induction, of which all churches have 
a sufficient experience, there being in no church any one instance 
of doctrine of faith or life that can pretend to a clear, universal 
tradition and testimony of the first and of all ages and churches, 
but only the doctrine contained in the undoubted books of the 
Old and New Testament. And in the matter of good life, the 
case is evident and certain, which makes the other also to be like 
it; for there is no original or primary commandment concerning 
good life, but it is plainly and notoriously found in scripture. 
Now faith being the foundation of good life, upon which it is 
most rationally and permanently built, it is strange that scripture 
should be sufficient to teach us all the whole superstructure, and 
yet be defective in the foundation. 

Neither do we doubt but that there were many things spoken 
by Christ and his apostles which were never written; and yet 
those few only that were written are, by the Divine Providence 
and the care of the catholic church of the first and all descending 
ages, preserved to us, and made our gospel. So that as we do 
not dispute whether the words which Christ spake and the mira- 
cles he did, and are not written, be as holy and as true as those 
which are written; but only say, they are not our rule and mea- 
sures, because they are unknown; so there is no dispute whether 
they be to be preferred or relied upon as the written or unwritten 
word of God; for both are to be relied upon, and both equally ; 
always provided that they be equally known to be so. But that 
which we say is, That there are many which are called traditions, 
which are not the unwritten word of God; at least not known 
so to be; and the doctrines of men are pretended and obtruded 
as the commandments of God; and the testimony of a few men 
is made to support a weight as great as that which relies upon 
universal testimony; and particular traditions are equalled to 
universal, the uncertain to the certain; and traditions are said 
to be apostolical if they be but ancient; and if they come from 
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we know not whom, they are said to come from the apostles; 
and if postnate, they are called primitive ; and they are argued 
and laboriously disputed into the title of apostolical traditions 
by not only fallible but fallacious arguments (as will appear in 
the following numbers). This is the state of the question; and 
therefore, 1. It proves itself, because there can be no proof to 
the contrary ; since the elder the tradition is, the more likely it 
can be proved as being nearer the fountain, and not having had 
a long current; which, as a long line is always the weakest, so 
in long descent is most likely to be corrupted, and therefore a 
late tradition is one of the worst arguments in the world; it 
follows that nothing can now, because nothing of faith yet hath 
been sufficiently proved. 

2. But besides this consideration, the scripture itself is the 
best testimony of its own fulness and sufficiency. Ihave already, 
in the Introduction against J S., proved from scripture, that all 
necessary things of salvation are there abundantly contained ; 
that is, I have proved that scripture says so. Neither ought it 
to be replied here, that no man’s testimony concerning himself 
is to be accepted. For here we suppose that we are agreed that 
the scripture says true, that it is the word of God, and cannot 
be deceived ; and if this be allowed, the scripture then can give 
testimony concerning itself; and so can any man, if you allow 
him to be infallible, and all that he says to be true; which is the 
ease of scripture in the present controversy. And if you will not 
allow scripture to give testimony to itself, who shall give testi- 
mony to it? Shall the church, or the pope? Suppose which we 
will, But who shall give testimony to them? Shall they give 
credit to scripture before it be known how they come themselves 
to be credible? If they be not credible of themselves, we are not 
the nearer for their giving their testimony to the scriptures. 
But if it be said, that the church is of itself credible upon its 
own authority, this must be proved before it can be admitted, 
and then how shall this be proved? And at least the scripture 
will be pretended to be of itself credible as the church. And 
since it is evident that all the dignity, power, authority, office, 
and sanctity it hath, or pretends to have, can no other way be 
proved but by the scriptures, a conformity to them in all doctrines, 
laws, and manners being the only charter by which she claims ; 
it must needs be that scripture hath the prior right, and can 
better be primely credible, than the church, or any thing else 
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that claims from scripture. Nay therefore, guoad nos, it is to be 
allowed to be primely credible; because there is no creature be- 
sides it that is so. Indeed God was pleased to find out ways to 
prove the scriptures to be his word, his immediate word, by mi- 
raculous consignations, and sufficient testimony, and confession 
of enemies, and of all men that were fit to bear witness that 
these books were written by such men, who by miracle were 
proved to be divini homines, men endued with God’s Spirit, and 
trusted with his message; and when it was thus far proved by 
God, it became the immediate and sole ministry of entire salva- 
tion, and the whole repositury of the Divine will; and when 
things were come thus far, if it be inquired whether the scrip- 
tures were a sufficient institution to salvation, we need no other, 
we can have no better testimony than itself, concerning itself. 
And to this purpose I have already brought from it sufficient 
affirmation of the point in question in the preceding answer to 
J.S. his first way in his fourth Appendix. 

3. It is possible that the scriptures should contain in them all 
things necessary to salvation. God could cause such a book to 
be written. And he did so to the Jews; he caused his whole 
law to be written, he engraved in stones, he commanded the au- 
thentic copy to be kept in the ark, and this was the great security 
of the conveying it, and tradition was not relied upon; it was 
not trusted with any law of faith or manners. Now since this 
was once done, and therefore is always possible to be done, why 
it should not be done now there is no pretence of reason, but 
very much for it. For, 1. Why should the book of S. Matthew 
be called the Gospel of Jesus Christ; and this is also the very 
title of S. Mark’s book; and S. Luke affirms the design of his 
book is to declare the certainty of the things then believed, and 
in which his friend was instructed, which we cannot but suppose 
to be the whole doctrine of salvation? 2. What end could there be 
in writing these books, but to preserve the memory of Christ’s 
history and doctrine? 3. Especially if we consider that many 
things which were not absolutely necessary to salvation were set 
down; and therefore to omit any thing that is necessary must 
needs be an unreasonable and unprofitable way of writing 
4. There yet never was any catholic father that did affirm in 
terms, or in full and equivalent sense, that the scriptures are de- 
fective in the recording any thing necessary to salvation, but 
unanimously they taught the contrary, as I shall shew by and by. 
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5. The enemies of Christian religion opposed themselves 
against the doctrine contained in the scriptures, and supposed 
by that means to conclude against Christianity, and they knew 
no other repository of it, and estimated no other. 6. The perse- 
cutors of Christianity, intending to destroy Christianity, hoped 
to prevail by causing the Bibles to be burnt, which had been a 
foolish and unlikely design, if that had not been the ark that 
kept the records of the whole Christian law. 7. That the re- 
vealed will of God, the law of Christ, was not written in his life- 
time, but preached only by word of mouth, is plain and reason- 
able, because all was not finished, and the salvation of man was 
not perfected till the resurrection, ascension, and descent of the 
Holy Ghost; nor was it done presently. But then it is to be 
observed, that there was a spirit of infallible record put into the 
apostles, sufficient for its publication and continuance. But 
before the death of the apostles, that is, before this spirit of in- 
fallibility was to depart, all was written that was intended; be- 
cause nothing else could infallibly convey the doctrine. Now this 
being the case of every doctrine as much as of any, and the case 
of the whole, rather than of any part of it, it must follow, that 
it was highly agreeable to the Divine wisdom and the very end 
of this economy that all should be written; and for no other 
reason could the evangelists and apostles write so many books. 
4. But of the sufficiency of scripture we may be convinced by 
the very nature of the thing. For the sermons of salvation being 
preached to all, to the learned and unlearned; it must be a com- 
mon concern, and therefore fitted to all capacities; and conse- 
quently made easy for easy learners. Now this design is plainly 
signified to us in scripture by the abbreviatures, the symbols and 
catalogues of credenda: which are short and plain and easy; and 
to which salvation is promised. Now if he that believes Jesus 
Christ to be the Son of God hath eternal lifer; that is, so far as 
the value and acceptability of believing does extend, this faith 
shall prevail unto salvation; it follows that, this being the affirm- 
ation of scripture, and declared to be a competent foundation 
of faith, the scripture that contains much more, even the whole 
economy of salvation by Jesus Christ, cannot want any necessary 
thing, when the absolute necessities are so narrow. Christ the 
Son of God is the great adequate object of saving faith; to know 
God, and whom he hath sent, Jesus Christ, this is eternal lifer. Now. 
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this is the great design of the gospel; and is revealed largely in 
the scriptures: so that there is no adequate object of faith, but 
what is there. 2. As to the attributes of God and of Christ, that 
is, all that is known of them and to be known, is set down in scrip- 
ture; that God is the rewarder of them that diligently seek him; that 
he is the fountain of wisdom, justice, holiness, power; that his pro- 
vidence is over all, and mercy unto all: and concerning Christ, 
all the attributes and qualifications, by which he is capable and 
fitted to do the work of redemption for us, and to become our 
Lord, and the great King of heaven and earth; able to destroy 
all his enemies eternally, and to reward his servants with a glo- 
rious and indefectible kingdom ; all this is declared in scripture. 
So that concerning the full object of faith manifested in the 
whole design of the gospel the scriptures are full, and whatever 
is to be believed of the attributes belonging to this prime and 
full object, all that also is in scripture fully declared. And all 
the acts of faith, the antecedents, the formal, and the consequent 
acts of faith, are there expressly commanded; viz. to know God, 
to believe in his name and word, to believe in his Son, and to 
obey his Son by the consequent acts of faith; all this is set down 
in scripture: in which not only we are commanded to keep the 
Commandments, but we are told which they are. There we are 
taught to honour and fear, to love and obey God, and his holy 
Son; to fear and reverence him, to adore and invocate him, to 
crave his aid, and to give him thanks; not to trust in, or call 
upon any thing that hath no Divine empire over us, or Divine 
excellence in itself. It is so particular in recounting all the parts 
of duty, that it descends specially to enumerate the duties of 
kings and subjects, bishops and people, parents and children, 
masters and servants; to shew love and faithfulness to our equals; 
to our inferiors counsel and help, favour and good-will, bounty 
and kindness, a good word and a good deed: the scripture hath 
given us commandments concerning our very thoughts; to be 
thankful and hospitable, to be humble and complying ; whatever 
good thing was taught by any or all the philosophers in the world, 
all that and much more is in the scriptures, and that in a much 
better manner: and that it might appear that nothing could be 
wanting, the very degrees and the order of virtues is there pro- 
vided for. And if all this be not the high way to salvation, and 
sufficient to all intents of God and the souls of men, let any man 
come forth and say as Christ said to the young man, Restat adhuc 
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unum, “There is one thing wanting yet,” and let him shew it. 
But let us consider a little further. 

5. What is, or what can be wanting to the fulness of scripture? 
Is not all that we know of the life and death of Jesus set down 
in the writings of the New Testament? Is there any one miracle 
that ever Christ did, the notice of which is conveyed to us by 
tradition? Do we know any thing that Christ did or said but 
what is in scripture? Some things were reported to have been 
said by Christ secretly to the apostles, and by the apostles se- 
cretly to some favourite disciples; but some of these things are 
not believed, and none of the other is known: so that either we 
must conclude that the scripture contains fully all things of faith 
and obedience, or else we have no gospel at all; for, except what 
is in scripture, we have not a sufficient record of almost one 
saying or one miracle. S.Paul quotes one saying of Christ which 
is not in any of the four Gospels, but it is in the scriptures, J¢ ¢s 
better to give than to receive; and S,Hierom records another, ‘* Be 
never very glad, but when you see your brother live in charity.” 
If S. Paul had not written the first and transmitted it in scrip- 
ture, we had not known it any more than those many other which 
are lost for not being written: and for the quotation of 8. Hierom, 
it is true, it is a good saying; but whether they were Christ’s 
words or no, we have but a single testimony. Now then, how is 
it possible that the scriptures should not contain all things neces- 
sary to salvation ; when of all the words of Christ, in which cer- 
tainly all necessary things to salvAtion must needs be contained, 
or else they were never revealed, there is not any one saying, or 
miracle, or story of Christ in any thing that is material, preserved 
in any indubitable record, but in scripture alone? 

6. That the scriptures do not contain in them all things neces- 
sary to salvation, is the fountain of many great and capital errors; 
I instance in the whole doctrine of the Libertines, Familists, 
Quakers, and other enthusiasts, which issue from this corrupted 
fountain. For this, that the scriptures do need a suppletory, 
that they are not perfect and sufficient to salvation of themselves, 
is the tpérov eddos, the great fundamental both of the Roman re- 
ligion and that of the Libertines and Quakers, and those whom 
in Germany they call spiritwales, such as David George, Harry 
Nicholas, Swenckfeld, Sebastian Franc, and others. “ These 
are the men that call the scriptures, the letter of the scripture, 
the dead letter, insufficient, inefficacious. This is but the sheath 
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and the scabbard, the bark and the shadow, a carcass void of the 
internal light, not apt to imprint a perfect knowledge in us of 
what is necessary to salvation.” But the Roman doctors say the 
same things. We know who they are that call the scriptures 
“the outward letter, ink thus figured in a book, unsensed cha- 
racters, waxen-natured words not yet sensed, apt to blunder and 
confound, but to clear little or nothings :” these are as bad words 
as the other, and some of them the same; and all draw a long 
tail of evil consequents behind them. 1. From this principle, 
as it is promoted by the fanatics, they derive a wandering, un- 
settled, and a dissolute religion. For they supplying the insuffi- 
ciency of scripture by an inward word, which being only within, 
it is subject to no discipline, reducible into no order, not submitted 
to the spirits of the prophets, and hath no rule by which it can be 
directed, examined, or judged; hence comes the infinite variety 
and contradictions of religion commenced by men of this persua- 
sion. A religion that wanders from day to day, from fancy to 
fancy, and alterable by every new illusion. A religion in which 
some man shall be esteemed an infallible judge to-day, and next 
week another: but it may happen that any man may have his 
turn, and any mischief may be believed and acted, if the Devil 
get into the chair. 2. From this very same principle, as it is 
promoted by the papists, they derive a religion imperious, inter- 
ested, and tyrannical. For as the fanatics supply the insuffi- 
ciency of scripture by the word internal, so do the Roman doc- 
tors by the authority of the church: but when it comes to practice, 
as the fanatics give the supreme power of teaching and defining 
to the “chief elder in the love,” so do the papists, especially the 
Jesuits, give it to the pope: and the difference is not, that the 
fanatics give the supreme judgment to some one, and the papists 
give it to the whole church; for these also give it but to one 
man, to the pope, whose judgment, voice, and definition must 
make up the deficiencies of scripture. But because the fanatics, 
as it happens, change their judge every month, therefore they 
have an ambulatory religion: but that of the Roman way esta- 
blishes tyranny; because their judge being one, not in person but 
in succession, and having always the same interest, and having 
already resolved upon their way, and can when they list go fur- 
ther upon the stock of the same principles, and being established 
by human power will unalterably persist in their right and their 
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wrong, and will never confess an error, and are impatient of con- 
tradiction; and therefore they impose irremediably, and what 
they please, upon consciences of which they have made them- 
selves judges. Now for these things there is no remedy but from 
scripture ; which if it be allowed full, perfect, and sufficient unto 
all the things of God, then whatsoever either of these parties say 
must be tried by scripture; it must be shewed to be there, or be 
rejected. But to avoid the trial there, they tell you “‘ the serip- 
ture is but a dead letter, unsensed characters, words without 
sense, or unsensed ;” and. therefore, this must be supplied “ by 
the inward word,” says one, by “the pope’s word i cathedra,” 
says the other; and then both the inward word and the pope’s 
word shall rule and determine every thing, and the scriptures 
will signify nothing : but as under pretence of the word internal, 
every new thing shall pass for the word of God, so it shall do 
also under the Roman pretence. For not he that makes a law, 
but he that expounds the law, gives the final measures of good 
or evil. It follows from hence that nothing but the scripture’s 
sufficiency can be a sufficient limit to the inundation of evils, 
which may enter from these parties relying upon the same false 
principle. My last argument is from tradition itself: for, 

7. If we inquire upon what grounds the primitive church did 
rely for their whole religion, we shall find they knew none else but 
the scriptures ; Ubi scriptum? was their first inquiry: Do the 
prophets and the apostles, the evangelists or the Epistles say so? 
Read it there, and then teach it; else reject it: they call upon 
their charges in the words of Christ, Search the scriptures ; they 
affirm that the scriptures are full, that they are a perfect rule, 
that they contain all things necessary to salvation; and from 
hence they confuted all heresies. 

This I shall clearly prove by abundant testimonies; of which 
though many of them have been already observed by very many 
learned persons, yet because I have added others, not so noted, 
and have collected with diligence and care, and have rescued them 
from elusory answers, I have therefore chosen to represent them 
together, hoping they may be of more usefulness than trouble; be- 
cause I have here made a trial whether the church of Rome be in 
good earnest or no, when she pretends to followtradition; or how it 
is that she expects a tradition shall be proved. For this doctrine 
of the scripture’s sufficiency I now shall prove by a full tradition ; 
therefore, if she believes tradition, let her acknowledge this tradi- 
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tion which is so fully proved; and if this do not amount toa full 
probation, then it is but reasonable to expect from them, that they 
never obtrude upon us any thing for tradition, or any tradition 
for necessary to be believed, till they have proved it such, by proofs 
more, and more clear, than this essay concerning the sufficiency 
and perfection of the Divine scriptures. 

1 begin with S.Trenzus. “ We know that the scriptures are 
perfect, for they are spoken by the word of God, and by his 
Spiritt.” Therefore “read diligently the Gospel given unto us by 
the apostles, and read diligently the prophets, and you shall find 
every action and the whole doctrine, and the whole passion of our 
Lord preached in them".” And indeed “we have received 
the economy of our salvation by no other but by those by whom 
the gospel came to us; which truly they then preached, but after- 
wards by the will of God delivered to us in the scriptures, which was 
to be the pillar and ground to our faith.” These are the words of 
this saint, who was one of the most ancient Fathers of the church, 
a Greek by birth, by his dignity and employment a bishop in 
France, and so most likely to know the sense and rule of the 
Eastern and Western Churches. 

Next to S. Irenzeus, we have the doctrine of S.Clemens of Alex- 
andria in these words*: ‘“ He hath lost the being a man of God, 
and of being faithful to the Lord, who hath kicked against tra- 
dition ecclesiastical, and hath turned to the opinions of human 
heresies.” What is this tradition ecclesiastical ; and where is it 
to be found? That follows: “But he who, returning out of error, 
obeys the scriptures, and hath permitted his life to truth, he is of 
aman in a manner made a God. For the Lord is the principle 
of our doctrine, who by the prophets and the gospel, and the 
blessed apostles, at sundry times and in divers manners, leads us 
from the beginning to the end. He that is faithful of himself is 
worthy of faith in the voice and scripture of the Lord, which is 
usually exercised through the Lord to the benefit of men ; for this 
(scripture) we use for the finding out of things, this we use as the 
rule of judging. But if it be not enough to speak our opinions 
absolutely, but that we must prove what we say, we expect no 
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testimony that is given by men, but by the voice of the Lord we 
prove the question; and this is more worthy of belief than any 
demonstration, or rather it is the only demonstration, by which 
knowledge they who have tasted of the scriptures alone are faith- 
ful”? Afterwards he tells how the scriptures are a perfect demon- 
stration of the faith: “Perfectly demonstrating out of the scriptures 
themselves, concerning themselves, we (speak or) persuade demon- 
stratively of the faith; although even they that go after heresies 
do dare to use the scriptures of the prophets. But first they use 
not all, neither them that are perfect, nor as the whole body and 
contexture of the prophecy does dictate ; but choosing out those 
things which are spoken ambiguously, they draw them to their 
own opinion.” Then he tells how we shall best use and understand 
the scriptures: “ Let every one consider what is agreeable to the 
Almighty Lord God, and what becomes him, and in that let him 
confirm every thing from those things which are demonstrated 
from the scriptures, out of those and the like scriptures.” And he 
adds, that “it is the guise of heretics, when they are overcome 
by shewing that they oppose scriptures; yet still they choose to 
follow that which to them seems evident, rather than that which 
is spoken of the Lord by the prophets and by the gospel, and what 
is proved and confirmed by the testimony of the apostles :” and 
at last concludes, “they become impious, because they believe not 
the scriptures ;” and a little before this, he asks the heretics, “Will 
they deny, or will they grant there is any demonstration? I sup- 
pose they will all grant there is, except those who also deny that 
there are senses. But if there be any demonstration, it is neces- 
sary to descend to questions, and 7from the scriptures themselves 
to learn demonstratively how the heresies are fallen ; and on the 
contrary, how the most perfect knowledge is in the truth and the 
ancient church.” But again: “They that are ready to spend 
their time in the best things will not give over seeking for truth, 
until they have found the demonstration from the scriptures them- 
selves#.” And after this, adds his advice to Christians,“ to wax 
old in the scriptures, and thence to seek for demonstrations.” 
These things he spoke, not only by way of caution to the Chris- 
tians, but also of opposition to the Gnostics, who were very busy 
in pretending ancient traditions. This is the discourse of that 
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great Christian philosopher S. Clement; from which, besides the 
direct testimony given to the fulness and sufficiency of scripture 
in all matters of faith, or questions in religion, we find him affirm- 
ing that the scriptures are a certain, and the only demonstration 
of these things; they are the xpirjpiov, the rule of judging the 
controversies of faith; that “the tradition ecclesiastical,” that is, 
the whole doctrine taught by the church of God and preached to 
all men, is in the scripture ; and therefore that it is the plenary 
and perfect repository of tradition, that is, of the doctrine deli- 
vered by Christ and his apostles: and they who believe not these 
are impious. And lest any man should say that, suppose scrip- 
ture do contain all things necessary to salvation, yet it is neces- 
sary that tradition or some infallible church do expound them, and 
then it is as long as it is broad, and comes to the same issue ; 
S. Clement tells us how the scriptures are to be expounded, saying, 
that they who rely upon them must expound scriptures by serip- 
tures and by the analogy of faith, comparing spiritual things 
with spiritual, one place with another, a part with the whole, 
and all by the proportion to the Divine attributes. This was 
the way of the church in S. Clement’s time; and this is the 
way of our churches. But let us see how this affair went in other 
churches and times, and whether there be a succession and 
an universality of this doctrine of the sufficiency of scripture in 
all the affairs of God. 

The next is Tertullian*, who, writing against Hermogenes, 
that affirmed God made the world not out of nothing, but of I 
know not what preexistent matter, appeals to scripture in the 
question, whose fulness Tertullian adores: ‘“ Let the shop of 
Hermogenes shew that this thing is written. If it be not written, 
let him fear the woe pronounced against them that add to or take 
from scripture.” Against this testimony it is objected, that here 
Tertullian speaks but of one question: so Bellarmine answers? ; 
and from him E.W and A.L. To which the reply is easy: for 
when Tertullian challenges Hermogenes to shew his proposition in 
scripture, he must mean that the fulness of the scripture was 
sufficient not only for this, but for all questions of religion; or 
else it had been an ill way of arguing, to bring a negative argu- 
ment from scripture against this alone. For why was Hermogenes 
tied to prove this proposition from scripture more than any other? 
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Either scripture was the rule for all, or not for that. For sup- 
pose the heretic had said, It is true, it is not in scripture ; but I 
have it from tradition, or it was taught by my forefathers ; there 
had been nothing to have replied to this, but that, it may be, he 
had no tradition for it. Now if Hermogenes had no tradition, 
then indeed he was tied to shew it in scripture: but then Ter- 
tullian should have said, Let Hermogenes shew where it is written, 
or that it is a tradition: for if the pretending and proving tradi- 
tion (in case there were any such pretence in this question) had 
been a sufficient answer; then Tertullian had no sufficient argu- 
ment against Hermogenes by calling for authority from seripture: 
but he should have said, If it be not scriptm or traditum, written 
or delivered, let Hermogenes fear the woe to the adders or de- 
tractors. But if we will suppose Tertullian spoke wisely and 
sufficiently, he must mean, that the scripture must be the rule in 
all questions, and no doctrine is to be taught that is not taught 
there. But to put this thing past dispute, Tertullian himself 
extends this rule to an universal comprehension, and by this in- 
strument declares that heretics are to be confuted: “Take from 
the heretics that which they have in common with the heathens,” 
viz. their ethnic learning, “and let them dispute their questions 
by scripture alone, and they can never stand.” By which it is 
plain, that the scripture is sufficient for all faith, because it is 
sufficient to convince all heresies and deviations from the faith : 
for which very reason the heretics also, as he observes, attempted 
to prove their propositions by arguments from scripture; for 
indeed, there was no other way; because “ the articles of faith 
are to be proved by the writings of faith,” that is, the scripture ; 
“that was the rule: how contrary this is to the practice and 
doctrine of Rome at this day, we easily find by their doctors 
charging all heresies upon the scriptures, as occasioned by them, 
and forbidding the people to read them for fear of corrupting 
their weak heads; nay, it hath been prohibited to certain bishops 
to read the scriptures, lest they become heretics. And this folly 
hath proceeded so far, that Erasmus? tells us of a Dominican, 
who, being urged in a scholastical disputation with an argument 
from scripture, cried out, it was a Lutheran way of disputation, 
and protested against the answering it: which, besides that it is 
more than a vehement suspicion that these men find the scrip- 
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tures not to look like a friend to their propositions, it is also a 
manifest procedure contrary to the wisdom, religion, and economy 
of the primitive church. 

The next I note is Origene: who when he propounded a 
question concerning the angels guardians of little children, viz. 
When the angels were appointed to them? at their birth, or at 
their baptism? he addsf, “ You see, he that will discuss both of them 
warily, it is his part to produce seripture for testimony, agreeing 
to one of them both.” That was the way of the doctors then. 
And scripture is so full and perfect to all intents and purposes, 
that for the confirmation of our discourses scripture is to be 
brought, saith Origen. “8 We know Jesus Christ is God, and 
we seek to expound the words which are spoken according to the 
dignity of the person. Wherefore it is necessary for us to call 
the scriptures into testimony; for our meanings and enarrations 
without these witnesses have no belie’”” To these words Bellar- 
mine answers most childishly ; saying, that Origen speaks of the 
hardest questions, such as for the most part traditions are not 
about. But it is evident that therefore Origen requires testimony 
of scriptures, not because of the difficulty of things to be inquired, 
but because without such testimony they are not to be believed. 
For so are his very words, and therefore, whether they be easy 
or hard, if they be not in scripture, the questions will be indeter- 
minable. That is the sense of Origen’s argument). But more 
plainly yet: ‘ After these things, as his custom is, he will affirm 
(or prove) from the holy scriptures what he had said; and also 
gives an example to the doctors of the church, that those things 
which they speak to the people, they should prove them, not as 
produced by their own sentences, but defended by Divine testi- 
monies; for if he, so great and’such an apostle, believes not that 
the authority of his saying can be sufficient, unless he teaches 
that those things which he says are written in the Law and the 
Prophets ; how much rather ought we, who are the least, observe 
this thing, that we do not, when we teach, produce our own, but 
the sentences of the Holy Ghost !”? Add to this what he says in 
another place: “As our Saviour imposed silence upon the Sad- 
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ducees by the word of his doctrine, and faithfully convinced that 
false opinion which they thought to be truth; so also shall the 
followers of Christ do by the examples of scripture, by which, 
according to sound doctrine, every voice of Pharaoh ought to be 
silent.” 

The next in order is S. Cyprian; who indeed speaks for tradi- 
tion, not meaning the modus tradendi, but the doctrina tradita ; 
for it is such a tradition as is in scripture ; the doctrine delivered 
first by word of mouth, and then consigned in scripture*. “ Let 
nothing be innovated but that is delivered : whence is that tradi- 
tion? whether descending from the Lord’s and from the evange- 
lical authority, or coming from the commandments and epistles 
of the apostles? For that those things are to be done which are 
written, God witnesses, and propounds to Jesus Nave, saying, 
The book of this law shall not depart out of thy mouth, but thou 
shalt meditate in it day and night, that thou mayest obserce to do all 
things which are written. Our Lord also, sending his apostles, 
commands the nations to be baptized and taught, that they may 
observe all things whatsoever he hath commanded. If therefore it 
be either commanded in the Gospel, or in the Epistles of the 
apostles, that they that come from any heresy should not be bap- 
tized, but that hands should be imposed upon them unto repent- 
ance, then let even this holy tradition be observed.” This doctrine 
and counsel of 8. Cyprian Bellarmine says was one of the errors 
of S. Cyprian': but S. Austin commends it as the best way. 
And this procedure is also the same that the church in the 
descending ages always followed: of which there can in the 
world be no plainer testimony given, than in the words of S. Cyril 
of Jerusalem; and it was in the high questions of the holy and 
mysterious Trinity ; concerning which™, he advises them to 
‘retain that zeal in their minds, which by heads and summaries 
is expounded to you, but, if God grant, shall according to my 
strength be demonstrated to you by scripture. = For it behoveth 
us not to deliver, no not so much as the least thing of the holy 
mysteries of faith without the holy scriptures. Neither give credit 
to me speaking, unless what is spoken be demonstrated by the 
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holy scriptures. For that is the security of our faith, not which 
is from our inventions, but from the demonstration of the holy 
scriptures.” 

To the same purpose in the Dissuasive was produced the tes- 
timony of S. Basile; but the words which were not there set 
down at large are these: “ What is proper for the faithful man ? 
That with a certain fulness of mind he believes the force of those 
things to be true which are spoken in the scripture, and that he 
rejeets nothing, and that he dares not to decree any thing that is 
new. For whatsoever is not of faith is sin, but faith is by hearing, 
and hearing by the word of God: without doubt, since whatsoever 
is without the scripture is not of faith, it is a sine.” These words 
are so plain, as no paraphrase is needful to illustrate them ; to 
which may be added those fiercer words of the same saint: “4It 
is a manifest defection from the faith and a conviction of pride, 
either to reject any thing of what is written, or to introduce any 
thing that is not, since our Lord Jesus Christ hath said, My 
sheep hear my voice ; and a little before he said the same thing: 
A stranger they will not follow, but will fly from him: because 
they know not the voice of strangers.” By which words S. Basil 
plainly declares, that the whole voice and words of Christ are 
set down in scripture, and that all things else is the voice of 
strangers. And therefore “the apostle does most vehemently 
forbid (by an example taken from men) lest any thing of those 
which are in scripture be taken away, or (which God forbid) any 
thing be added.” To these words Bellarmine and his followers, 
that write against the Dissuasive, answer, that S. Basil speaks 
against “adding to the scripture things contrary to it, and things 
so strange from it, as to be invented out of their own head; and 
that he also speaks of certain particular heresies" :” which endea- 
vour to escape from the pressure of these words is therefore very 
vain, because S. Basil was not then disputing against any parti- 
cular heresies, as teaching any thing against scripture, or of their 
own head; but he was about to deseribe the whole Christian 
faith: and that he may do this with faithfulness and simplicity, 
and without reproof, he declares he will do it from the holy 
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scriptures; for it is infidelity and pride to do otherwise; and 
therefore what is not in the scriptures, if it be added to the faith, 
it is contrary to it, as contrary as unfaithfulness or infidelity : 
and whatsoever is not delivered by the Spirit of God is an inven- 
tion of man, if offered as a part of the Christian faith. And 
therefore Bellarmine and his followers make here a distinction 
where there is no difference. §. Basil here declared, that “as 
formerly he had it always fixed in mind to fly every voice and 
every sentence which is a stranger to the doctrine of the Lord, 
so now also at this time ;” viz. when he was to set down the whole 
Christian faiths. Neither can there be hence any eseaping by 
saying’, that nothing indeed is to be added to the seriptures, but 
yet to the faith something is to be reckoned which is not in 
scripture. For although the church of Rome does that also, 
putting more into the canon than was among the Jews acknow- 
ledged, or by the primitive church of Christians ; yet besides this, 
S. Basil having said4, “ Whatsoever is not in the scriptures is 
not of faith, and therefore it is a sin;” he says also by certain 
consequence, “That to add to the scriptures is all one as to add 
to the faith.” And therefore he exhorts even the novices to study 
the scriptures; for to his 95th question, “ Whether it be fit 
for novices presently to learn the things of the scripture?” he 
answers*, “It is right, and it is necessary that those things 
which appertain to use every one should learn from the scrip- 
tures, both for the replenishing of their mind with piety, as also 
that they may not be accustomed to human traditions.” By 
which words he not only declares, that by the scriptures our 
minds are abundantly filled with piety, but that human traditions 
(by which he means every thing that is not contained in scripture) 
are not to be received, but ought to be, and are best of all ba- 
nished from our minds by entertaining of scripture. To the same 
purpose are his words in his Ethiesy, ““ Whatsoever we say or do 
ought to be confirmed by the testimony of Divinity inspired by 
scriptures, both for the full persuasion of the good, and the con- 
fusion or damnation of evil things.” There is your rule; that 
is the ground of all true faith. 

And therefore 8S. Athanasius, speaking concerning the Nicene 
council, made no scruple that the question was sufficiently deter- 
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mined concerning the proper divinity of the Son of God, because 
it was determined and the faith was expounded according to the 
scriptures; and affirms that the faith so determined was suffi- 
cient for the reproof of all impiety, (meaning in the article of 
Christ’s divinity,) and for the establishment of the orthodox 
faith in Christ. Nay, he affirms that@ “the catholic Christians 
will neither speak nor endure to hear any thing in religion that 
is a stranger to scripture, it being an evil heart of immodesty to 
speak those things which are not written.” Which words I the 
rather remark, because this article of the consubstantiality of 
Christ with the Father> is brought as an instance (by the Ro- 
manists) of the necessity of tradition to make up the insufficiency 
of scripture. But not in this only, but for the preaching of the 
truth indefinitely, that is, the whole truth of the gospel, he affirms 
the scriptures to be sufficient*. For writing to Macarius, a priest 
of Alexandria, he tells him that the knowledge of true and divine 
religion and piety does not much need the ministry of man, and 
that he might abundantly draw this forth from the Divine books 
and letters; for “ truly the holy and divinely-inspired scriptures 
are sufficient for the preaching of the truth;” ad omnem instruc- 
tionem veritatis, (so the Latin translation4,) ‘“ for the whole in- 
struction of truth,” or, ‘“ the instruction of all truth.” But be- 
cause Macarius desired rather to “ hear others teach him this 
doctrine and true religion, than himself to draw it from scripture,” 
S. Athanasius tells him, “that there are many written monuments 
of the holy Fathers, and our masters, which if men will diligently 
read over, he shall learn the interpretation of scriptures, and ob- 
tain that notion of truth which he desires.” Which is perfectly 
the same advice which the Church of England commands her 
sons, that they shall teach nothing but what the Fathers and 
Doctors of the church draw forth from scriptures. 

The same principal doctrine in the whole is taught frequently 
by S. Chrysostom ¢, who compares the scriptures to a door, which 
is shut to hinder the heretics from entering in, and introduce us 
to God, and to the knowledge of God. This surely is sufficient; 
if it does this, it does all that we need; and if it does not, 
S.Chrysostom was greatly deceived; and so are we, and so were 
all the church of God in all the first ages. But he is constant 
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in the same affirmativef: “If there be need to learn, or to be 
ignorant, thence we shall learn it; if to confute or argue that 
which is false, thence we shall draw it: if to be corrected or 
chastised to exhortation; if any thing be wanting for our com- 
fort, and that we ought to have it, nevertheless from thence 
(from the scriptures) we learn it. That the man be perfect: 
therefore without it he cannot be perfected. ‘ Instead of me,’ 
he saith, ‘thou hast the scriptures; if thou desirest to learn any 
thing, hence thou mayest.’ But if he writes these things to 
Timothy, who was filled with the Holy Spirit, how much more 
must we think these things spoken to us!” To the same purpose 
he discourses largely in his eighth Homily on the Epistle to the 
Hebrews, which is here too long to transcribes. “ Let no man 
look for another master. Thou hast the oracles of God; no man 
teaches thee like to them. Because ever since heresy did infest 
those churches, there can be no proof of true Christianity, nor 
any other refuge for Christians, who would know the truth of 
faith, but that of the Divine scripture; but now by no means is 
it known by them who would know which is the true church of 
Christ, but only by the scriptures.” Bellarmine® very learnedly 
says, that these words were put into this book by the Arians ; 
but because he offers at no pretence of reason for any such in- 
terpolation, and it being without cause to suspect it, though the 
author of it had been an Arian, (because the Arians were never 
noted to differ from the church in the point of the scripture’s 
sufficiency,) I look upon this as a pitiful shift of a man that re- 
solved to say any thing rather than confess his error. And at 
last he concludes with many words to the same purpose :—“ Our 
Lord therefore knowing what confusion of things would be in 
the last days, therefore commands that Christians, who in Chris- 
tianity would receive the firmness of true faith, should fly to no- 
thing but to the scriptures; otherwise, if they regard other 
things, they will be scandalized and perish, not understanding 
which is the true church, and by this shall fall into the abomina- 
tion of desolation, which stands in the holy places of the church.” 
The sum is this, delivered by the same authori: ‘* Whatsoever 
is sought for unto salvation it is now filled full in the scriptures: 
therefore there is in this feast nothing less than what is neces- 
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sary to the salvation of mankind.” Sixtus Senensis, though he 
greatly approves this book, and brings arguments to prove it to 
be S.Chrysostom’s, and alleges from others, that it hath been for 
many ages approved by the commandment of the church, which 
among the Divine laws reads some of these Homilies as of 
S.Chrysostom; and that it is cited in the ordinary and authentic 
glosses, in the Catenas upon the Gospels, in the decrees of the 
popes, and in the theological sums of great divines; yet he 
would have it purged from these words here quoted, as also from 
many others. But when they cannot shew by any probable ar- 
gument that any heretics have interpolated these words, and 
that these are so agreeing to other words of S. Chrysostom, 
spoken in his unquestioned works, he shews himself and his party 
greatly pinched, and for no other reason rejects the words, but 
because they make against him, which is a plain self-conviction 
and self-condemnation. Theophilus Alexandrinus is already 
quoted in these words*, and they are indeed very severe: ‘ It 
is the part of a devilish spirit to think any thing divine without 
the authority of the holy scriptures.” Here E. W and A.L. say, 
“the Dissuasive left out some words of Theophilus.” It is true; 
but so did a good friend of theirs before me; for they are just 
so quoted by Bellarmine!; who in all reason would have put 
them in, if they had made way for any answer to the other 
words. The words are these as they lie entirely: “ Truly I 
cannot know with what temerity Origen, speaking so many 
things, and following his own error, not the authority of scrip- 
tures, does dare to publish such things which will be hurtful.” 
And a little after adds, Sed ignorans quod demoniaci spiritus esset 
instinctus, sophismata humanarum mentium sequi, e aliquid extra 
scripturarum authoritatem putare divinum: “Sophisms of his own 
mind and things that are not in scriptures’’ are explicative one 
of another; and if he had not meant it merely diabolical to in- 
duce any thing without the authority of scripture, he ought to 
have added the other part of the rule, and have called it devilish 
to add any thing without scripture or tradition; which because 
he did not, we suppose he had no cause to do; and then what- 
soever is not in scripture Theophilus calls “the sophism of human 
minds™.” He spake it indefinitely and universally; it is true, 
it is instanced in a particular against Origen, but upon that 
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occasion he gives a general rule. And therefore it is a weak sub- 
terfuge of Bellarmine, to say that Theophilus only speaks con- 
cerning certain apocryphal books, which some would esteem 
divine: but, by the way, I know not how well Bellarmine will 
agree with my adversaries; for one or two of them say”, “ Theo- 
philus spake against Origen for broaching fopperies of his own ; 
and particularly, that Christ’s flesh was consubstantial with the 
Godhead ;” and if they say true, then Bellarmine in his want 
invented an answer of his own without any ground of truth. 
But all agree in this, that these words were spoken in these 
cases only: “and it is foolish,” says Bellarmine®, “to wrest that 
which is spoken of one thing to another.” But I desire that it 
may be observed, that to the testimony of Tertullian it is an- 
swered, ‘‘ He speaks but of one particular.” To that of S. Basil 
it is answered, “He spake but against a few particular heresies.” 
And to one of the testimonies of S. Athanasius it is answered, 
“He spake but of one particular,” viz. the heresy of Samosatenus: 
and to this of Theophilus Alexandrinus it is just so answered, 
“He spake likewise but of this particular,” viz. that against 
Origen: and to that of S.Hieromp in Matt. xxill, “ He only 
spake of a particular opinion pretended out of some apocryphal 
book:” and to another of S. Austin4, “ It is spoken but of a par- 
ticular matter, the case of widowhood.” But if Hermogenes, 
and Origen, and Samosatenus, and the heretics S. Basil speaks 
of, and they in 8. Hierom, be all to be confuted by scripture, and 
by nothing else; nay, are therefore rejected, because they are 
not in scripture ; if all these Fathers confute all these heresies 
by a negative argument from scripture; then the rule which they 
establish must be more than particular. It is fitted to all as well 
as to any; for all particulars make a general. This way they 
may answer five hundred testimonies, if five hundred authors 
should upon so many several occasions speak general words. But 
in the world no answer could be weaker, and no elusion more tri- 
fling and less plausible could have been invented. However, 
these and other concurrent testimonies will put this question be- 
yond such captious answers. 

S. Hierom' was so severe in this article, that disputing what 
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Zechary it was who was slain between the porch and the altar, 
whether it was the last but one of the small prophets, or the 
father of the Baptist, he would admit neither, because it was not 
in the scriptures; in these words, “ This, because it hath not au- 
thority from scripture, is with the same easiness despised as it is 
approved.” And, “They that prattle without the authority of 
scriptures have no faith or trust,” that is, none would believe 
them, “unless they did seem to strengthen their perverse doc- 
trine with divine testimonies.” But most pertinent and material 
to the whole inquiry are these words: “ Those things which 
they make and find as it were by apostolical tradition, without the 
authority and testimonies of scripture, the word of God smitess.” 
By which words it appears, that in S.Hierom’s time it was usual 
to pretend traditions apostolical; and yet that all which was 
then so early called so was not so; and therefore all later pre- 
tences, still as they are later, are the worse; and that the way to 
try those pretences was, the authorityand testimony of scriptures; 
without which testimony they were to be rejected, and God would 
punish them. And disputing against Helvidiust in defence of the 
perpetual virginity of the blessed Virgin, “‘ but as we deny not 
those things which are written, so we refuse those-things which 
are not written ; we believe our Lord to be born of a virgin, be- 
cause we read it; we believe not Mary was married after her 
delivery, because we read it not.” And therefore this very point 
the Fathers endeavour to prove by scripture"; particularly 
8. Epiphanius, 8. Ambrose, and S. Austin; though S. Basil be- 
lieved it not to be a point of faith; and when he offered to prove 
it by a tradition concerning the slaying of Zechary, upon that 
account S. Hierom rejects the tradition as trifling; as before 
I have cited him. And therefore 8. John Damascen going upon 
the same principle, says*, ““ We look for nothing beyond these 
things which are delivered by the Law and the Prophets, the 
Apostles and Evangelists.” 

And after all this, S. Austin, who is not the least amongst the 
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greatest doctors of the church, is very clear in this particular y- 
“Tf any one, concerning Christ or his church, or concerning any 
other thing which belongs to faith or our life, I will not say if we, 
but (what Paul hath added) if an angel from heaven, shall preach 
unto you, ‘preter quam in scripturis legalibus et evangelicis ac- 
cepistis,’ besides what ye have received in the legal and evange- 
lical scriptures, let him be accwrsed.” The words Bellarmine quotes, 
and, for an answer to them, says that preter must signify contra, 
besides, that is, against : and the same is made use of by Hart the 
Jesuit, in his Conference, and by the Lovain doctors. But if this 
answer may serve, Non habebis Deos alienos preter me, may 
signify contra me; and then a man may, for all this command- 
ment, say there are two Gods, so one be not contrary to the other; 
and the apostle may glory in any thing else in that sense in 
which he glories in the cross of Christ”, so that thing be not 
contrary to Christ’s cross. But S. Austin was a better gramma- 
rian than to speak so improperly?. Preter and preterquam are 
all one; as, I am covetous of nothing preter laudem, vel preter- 
quam laudis: nulli places preterquam mihi, vel preter me. And 
indeed, Preterquam eandem aut prope parem vim obtinet quam 
nisi, said Laurentius Valla: but to make preterquam to sig- 
nify contra quam, is a violence to be allowed by no master 
of the Latin tongue; which all the world knows S. Austin was. 
And if we inquire what signification it hath in law, we find it sig- 
nifies variously indeed, but never to any such purpose». When 
we speak of things whose nature is wholly separate, then it sig- 
nifies inclusively ; as, I give all my vines preter domum, besides 
my house; there the house is supposed also to be given. But if 
we speak of thingswhich are subordinate and included in the gene- 
ral, then preter signifies exclusively ; as, I give unto thee all my 
books preter Augustinum de Civitate Dei, * besides or except S. 
Austin of the City of God ;” there S. Austin’s book is not given: 
and the reason of this is, because the last words in this case would 
operate nothing, unless they were exclusive; and if in the first they 
were exclusive, they were not sense. But that preterquam should 
mean only what is contrary, is a novelty taken up without reason, 
but not without great need. But however, that S. Austin did not 
mean only to reprove them that introduced into faith and manners 
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such things which were against scripture, but such which were be- 
sides it, and whatsoever was not in it, is plain by an established 
doctrine of his, affirming that “all things which appertain to life 
and doctrine are found in those things which are plainly set down 
in the scripturese.” And if this be true, (as S. Austin supposed it 
to be,) then whoever adds to this any thing of faith and manners, 
though it be not contrary, yet if it be not here, ought to be an 
anathema, because of his own he adds to that rule of faith and 
manners which God (who only could do it) hath made. To this 
Bellarmine answers‘, that S. Austin speaks only of the Creed 
and the Ten Commandments; such things which are simply ne- 
cessary to all. He might have added, that he speaks of the Lord’s 
Prayer too, and all the other precepts of the Gospel; and parti- 
cularly the eight beatitudes and the sacraments. And what of the 
infallibility of the Roman church? is the belief of that necessary 
to all? But that is neither in the Creed nor the Ten Command- 
ments. And what of the five precepts of the church? are they 
plainly in the scripture? And after all this, and much more, if all 
that belongs to faith and good life be in the plain places of scrip- 
ture, then there is enough to make us wise unto salvation: and he 
is a very wise and learned man that isso. For as by faith 8. Au- 
stin understands the whole Christian faith, so by mores vivendi he 
understands hope and charity, as himself in the very place ex- 
presses himself. And beyond faith, hope, and charity, and all 
things that integrate them, what a Christian need to know I have 
not learned: but if he would learn more yet, there are, in places 
less plain, things enough to make us learned unto curiosity. 
Briefly ; by 8. Austin’s doctrine, the scripture hath enough for 
every one; and in all cases of necessary religion, and much more 
than what is necessary ; nay, there is nothing besides it that can 
come into our rule. “The scripture is the consummation or 
utmost bounded rule of our doctrine, that we may not dare to be 
wiser than we ought.” And that not only in the question of 
widowhood, but “in all questions which belong unto life and 
manners of living,” as himself in the same place declares. And 
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it is not only for laies and vulgar persons, but for all men; and 
not only for what is merely necessary, but to make us wise, to 
make us perfect, saith the apostle f, « And how ean this man say, 
that the scriptures make a man perfect in justice? and he that 18 
perfect in justice needs no more revelations ;”” which words are 
well enlarged by S. Cyril: “ The Divine scripture is sufficient to 
make them who are educated in it wise and most approved, and 
having a most sufficient understanding ; and to this we need not 
any foreign teachers.” But lastly; if in the plain words of serip- 
ture be contained all that is simply necessary to all, then it is 
clear, by Bellarmine’s confession, that S. Austin affirmed, that the 
plain places of scripture are sufficient to all laics and all idiots, or 
private persons: and then, as it is very ill done to keep them from 
the knowledge and use of the scriptures, which contain all their 
duty, both of faith and good life, so it is very unnecessary to 
trouble them with any thing else; there being in the world no 
such treasure and repository of faith and manners, and that so 
plain, that it was intended for all men, and for all such men is 
sufficient. ‘Read the holy scriptures, wherein you shall find 
some things to be holden, and some to be avoided*.” This was 
spoken to the monks and brethren in the desert, and to them 
that were to be guides of others and the pastors of the reasonable 
flock ; and in that whole sermon he enumerates the admirable 
advantages, fulness, and perfection of the holy scriptures, out 
of which themselves are to be taught, and by the fulness of 
which they are to teach others in all things. I shall not be trou- 
blesome by adding those many clear testimonies from other of the 
Fathers; but I cannot omit that of Anastasius of Antiochi, “It 
is manifest that these things are not to be inquired into which the 
scripture hath passed over in silence: for the Holy Spirit hath 
dispensed and administered to us all thmgs which conduce* to 
our profit.” “If the scriptures be silent, who will speak?” said 
S. Prosper. “What things we are ignorant of, from them we 
learn,” said Theodoret’ And, “There is nothing which the 
scriptures deny to dissolve,” said Theophylact™. And the former 
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of these brings in the Christian saying to Eranistes", “ Tell 
not me of your logisms and syllogisms ; I rely upon scripture 
only.” But Rupertus Tuitiensis® his words are a fit conclusion 
to this heap of testimonies : ‘‘ Whatsoever is of the word of God, 
whatsoever ought to be known and preached of the incarnation, 
of the true divinity and humanity of the Son of God, is so con- 
tained in the two Testaments, that besides these there is nothing 
ought to be declared or believed. The whole celestial oracle 
is comprehended in these; which we ought so firmly to know, 
that besides these it is not lawful to hear either man or angel.” 
And all these are nothing else but a full subscription to, and an 
excellent commentary upon those words of 8. Paul, Let no man 
pretend to be wise above what is written. 

By the concourse of these testimonies of so many learned, or- 
thodox, and ancient Fathers, we are abundantly confirmed in 
that rule and principle upon which the whole protestant and 
Christian religion is established. From hence we learn all 
things, and by these we prove all things, and by these we 
confute heresies and prove every article of our faith; accord- 
ing to this we live, and on these we ground our hope; and 
whatsoever is not in these we reject from our canon. And 
indeed, that the canonical scriptures should be our only and 
entire rule, we are sufficiently convinced by the title which the 
catholic church gives and always hath given to the holy serip- 
tures; for it is xavwv, the rule of Christians for their whole 
religion: the word itself ends this inquiry; for it cannot be a 
canon if any thing be put to it or taken from it, said S. Basil?, 
S. Chrysostom 4, and Varinus'. 

I hope I have competently proved the tradition I undertook : 
and by it, that the holy scriptures contain all things that are 
necessary to salvation. The sum is this: If tradition be not re- 
gardable, then the scriptures alone are; but if it be regarded, 
then here is a full tradition, That the scriptures are a perfect 
rule ; for that the scriptures are the word of God, and contain 
in them all the word of God, (in which we are concerned,) is 
delivered by a full consent of all these, and many other Fathers, 
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and no one Father denies it; which consent therefore is so great, 
that if it may not prevail, the topic of tradition will be of no use 
at all to them who would fain adopt it into a part of the 
carion. But this I shall consider more particularly. 

Only one thing more I am to add, concerning the interpre- 
tation and finding out the sense and meaning of the scriptures. 
For though the scriptures be allowed to be a sufficient repository 
of all that is necessary to salvation; yet we may mistake our 
way, if we have not some infallible judge of their sense. 

To him therefore that shall ask, how we shall interpret and 
understand the scriptures? I shall give that answer which 
I have learned from those Fathers whose testimony I have 
alleged, to prove the fulness and sufficiency of scripture. For 
if they were never so full, yet if it be fons signatus, and the waters 
of salvation do not issue forth to refresh the souls of the weary, 
full they may be in themseives, but they are not sufficient for us, 
nor for the work of God, in the salvation of man. But that 
it may appear that the scriptures are indeed written by. the hand 
of God, and therefore no way deficient from the end of their de- 
sign, God hath made them plain and easy to all people that are 
willing and obedient. 

So S. Cyrilt, Nihil in seripturis difficile est tts qui in lis ver- 
santur ut decet. It is our own fault, our prejudice, our foolish 
expectations, our carnal fancies, our interests and partialities 
make the scriptures difficult. The apostles did not, would not, 
could not understand their Master and Lord, when he told them 
of his being put to death; they looked for some other thing: and 
by that measure they would understand what was spoken, and 
by nothing else. “But to them that are conversant in scriptures 
as they ought, nothing is difficult;” so S. Cyril: that is, no- 
thing that is necessary for them to know, nothing that is neces- 
sary to make us wise unto salvation, which is the great end of 
man. To this purpose are the words of S. Austin", Jnclinavit: 
Deus scripturas ad infantium et lactentium capacitatem ; ** God 
hath made the scriptures to stoop to the capacity of babes and 
sucklings ;” that so out of their mouths he may perfect praise. 
And S. Chrysostom says*, that the scriptures are faciles ad intel- 
higendum, et prorsus exposite, they are expounded and easy to be 
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understood, to the servant and the countryman, to the widow 
and the boy, and to him that is very unskilful. Omnia clara sunt 
et plana in Divinis literisy ; “all things are clear and plain in 
the Divine writings ;” all things, that is, saith S. Chrysostom, omnia 
necessaria aperta sunt et manifesta, “ all that is necessary is open 
and manifest.” 

2. The Fathers say, that in such things (viz. in which our sal- 
vation is concerned) the scriptures need no interpreter; but a 
man may find them out himself by himself. Apostol vero et pro- 
phete omnia contra fecerunt manifesta claraque; que prodiderunt, 
exposuerunt nobis velutti communes orbis doctores, ut per se quisque 
discere possit ea, que dicuntur, ex sola lectione. So S.Chrysostom?; 
‘Cand therefore,” saith he, ‘what need is there of a preacher? 
All things are clear and plain out of the Divine scriptures. But 
ye seek for preachers, because you are nice and delicate, and love 
to have your ears pleased.” To the same purpose are those 
words of 8. Cyril Alexand.*: “The Divine scripture is sufficient 
to make them who are educated in it wise and most approved, 
and having a most sufficient understanding. And to this we 
need not any foreign teachers.” There is no question but there 
are many places in the Divine scriptures mysterious, intricate, 
and secret: but these are for the learned, not the ignorant; for 
the curious and inquisitive, not for the busied and employed and 
simple: they are not the repositories of salvation, but instances 
of labour, and occasions of humility, and arguments of forbear- 
ance and mutual toleration, and an endearment of reverence and 
adoration. But all that by which God brings us to himself is 
plain and easy. In S. Paul’s Epistles, 8. Peter said, there were 
some things hard to be understood; but they were but guedam, 
some things; there are enough besides which are very plain and 
easy, and sufficient for the instruction and the perfecting the man 
of God. S. Peter is indeed supposed to say, that in S. Paul’s 
Epistles some things were hard; yet if we observe it rightly, he 
does not relate to S. Paul’s writings and way of expressing him- 
self, but év ofs, in which, relates to the mysterious matters con- 
tained in S. Paul’s Epistles, of which S. Peter also there treats?: 
the mysteries were so deep and sublime, so far removed from 
sense and human experience, that it is very hard for us poor 
ignorants to understand them, without difficulty, and constancy of 
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labour and observation. But then, when such mysterious points 
occur, let us be wary and wise, not hasty and decretory, but fear- 
ful and humble, modest and inquisitive. 5S. Paul expressed those 
deep mysteries, of the coming of Christ to judgment, and the 
conflagration of the world, as plainly as the things would easily 
bear; and therefore the difficulty was not in the style, but in the 
subject-matter ; nor there indeed, as they are in themselves, so 
much as by the ignorance and instability, or unsettledness of 
foolish people: and although when things are easy there needs 
no interpreter, but the very reading and observing; and humility 
and diligence, simplicity and holiness, are the best expositors in 
the world; yet when any such difficulty does occur, we have a 
guide sufficient to carry us as far as we need or ought to go. 
Therefore, 

3. The way of the ancient and primitive church was to expound 
the scriptures by the scriptures. So S.Clemens of Alexandria®: 
‘perfectly demonstrating out of the scriptures themselves con- 
cerning themselves; BeBaoty xacrov Tay dmodetkvupevoy Kata Tas 
ypapas ef airév méAw tév dpolwvy ypapov: confirming every thing 
from those things which are demonstrated from the scriptures 
out of those and the like scriptures.” To the same purpose are 
the words of S. Athanasius‘: “The knowledge of true and Divine 
religion and piety does not much need the ministry of man; and 
he might abundantly draw this forth from the Divine books and 
letters.” S. Paul's way of teaching us to expound scripture is, 
that he that prophesies should do it car dvadoylay mlorews, accord- 
ing to the analogy of faith; the fundamental proportions of faith 
are the measures by which we are to exact the sense and meaning 
of points more difficult and less necessary. This way S. Clement 
urges in other expressions®: ‘“ Truth is not found in the trans- 
lation of significations, for so they might overthrow all true doc- 
trine; GAN év tO diacKéyacOat, 7 T@ Kvupio, kal t@ TavroKparopt 
OcG redeiws olkeidy re kat mpérov: but in this, that every one con- 
sider what is perfectly agreeable to our Lord the almighty God, 
and what is decent, or fit to be said of him.” If we follow this 
way close, our interpretations of scripture can never be impious, 
and can never lead into dangerous error. 

4. In pursuance of this, the ancient Fathers took this way, 
and taught us to do so too; to expound difficult places by the 
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plain. So S. Austinf: Magnifice et salubriter Spiritus Sanctus, 
&c.; “ The Holy Spirit hath magnificently and wholesomely 
qualified the holy scriptures, that in the more open” (or plainer) 
“places provision is made for our hunger,” (viz. for our need,) 
“and in the obscure there is nothing tedious,” (or loathsome.) 
Nihil enim fere de lis obscuritatibus eruit quod non planissime 
dictum alibi reperiatur. “ For there is scarce any thing drawn 
from those obscure places, but the same in other places may be 
found spoken most plainly.” Bellarmine observes®, that S. Austin 
uses the word jfere, “almost ;” meaning, that though by plainer 
places most of the obscure places may be cleared, yet not all. 
And truly it is very probable that S. Austin did mean so. But 
then if there be any obscure places that cannot be so enlightened, 
what is to be done with them? S. Austin says, that in such 
places let every one abound in his own sense, and expound as 
well as he can: gue obscure, vel ambique, vel figurate dicta sunt, 
que quisque sicut voluerit interpretetur secundum sensum suum. 
But yet still he calls us to the rule of plain places: talia autem 
recte intelligi exponique non possunt, nisi prius ea que apertissime 
dicta sunt firma fide teneantur. The plain places of scripture are 
the way of expounding the more obscure, and there is no other, 
viz. so apt and certain. 

And after all this, I deny not but there are many other exter- 
nal helps. God hath set bishops and priests, preachers and 
guides of our souls over us; and they are appointed to teach 
others as far as they can, and it is to be supposed they can do it 
best; but then the way for them to find out the meaning of ob- 
scure places is that which I have now described out of the Fathers, 
and by the use of that means they will be best enabled to teach 
others. 

If any man can find a better way than the Fathers have 
taught us, he will very much oblige the world by declaring it, 
and giving a solid experiment that he can do what he undertakes. 
But because no man and no company of men hath yet expounded 
all hard places with certainty and without error, it is an into- 
lerable vanity to pretend to a power of doing that which no 
charity hath ever obliged them to do for the good of the church 
and the glory of God, and the rest of inquiring souls. 

I end this tedious discourse with the words of S. Austini: 
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Nolo humanis documentis, sed Divinis oraculis ecclesiam demon- 
strari ; “If you inquire where or which is the church, from hu- 
man teachings you can never find her; she is only demonstrated 
in the Divine oracles.” Therefore if any man speak, let hum sp eouk 
as the oracles of God*. 


SECTION III. 
Of traditions. 


Trapition is any way of delivering a thing or word to another; 
and so every doctrine of Christianity is by tradition. ‘Tr have de- 
livered unto you, saith S.Paul, that Christ died for our sins. Tapd- 
doors is the same with ddyya, and rapadiddvar is the same with 
diddoxew, say the grammarians; and the mapadodeioa alotis in 
S. Jude, the faith delivered, is the same which S. Paul explicates 
by saying wapaddoets &s é51ddxOnre, the traditions, that is, the doc- 
trines ye were taught. And 8. Irenceus™ calls it a tradition 
apostolical that “Christ took the cup,” and said “it was his 
blood ;” and “to believe in one God, and in Christ who was 
born of a virgin,” was the “old tradition ;” that is, the thing 
delivered, and not at first written; which the barbarians kept 
diligently. But tradition signified either preaching or writing, 
as it happened. When it signified preaching, it was only the 
first way of communicating the religion of Jesus Christ; and 
until the scriptures were written, and consigned by the full tes- 
timony of the apostles and apostolical churches respectively, they, 
in the questions of religion, usually appealed to the tradition or 
the constant retention of such a doctrine in those churches where 
the apostles first preached, and by the succession of bishops in 
those churches; who without variety or change had still remem- 
bered and kept the same doctrine which at first was delivered by 
the apostles. So Ireneus°: “If the apostles had not left the 
scriptures to us, must not we” (viz. in this case) “have followed 
the order of tradition which they delivered to them to whom they 
intrusted the church; to which ordination many nations of bar- 
barians do assent?” And that which was true then is also true 
now ; for if the apostles had never written at all, we must have 
followed tradition, unless God had provided for us some better 
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thing. But it is observable that Irenzeus says, “ That this way 
is only in the destitution of scripture.” But since God hath 
supplied not only the principal churches with the scriptures, but 
even all the nations which the Greeks and Romans called bar- 
barous, now to run to tradition is to make use of a staff or a 
wooden leg, when we have a good leg of our own. The traditions 
at the first publication of scriptures were clear, evident, recent, 
remembered, talked of by all Christians, in all their meetings 
public and private; and the mistaking of them by those who 
carefully endeavoured to remember them was not easy; and if 
there had been a mistake, there was an apostle living, or one of 
their immediate disciples, to set all things right. And therefore 
until the apostles were all dead, there was no dispute considerable 
amongst ChristiansP, but what was instantly determined or sup- 
pressed ; and the heresies that were did creep and sting clancu- 
larly, but made no great show. But when the apostles were all 
dead, then that apostasy foretold began to appear; and heresies, 
of which the church was warned, began to arise?. But it is 
greatly to be remarked, there was then no heresy that pretended 
any foundation from scripture, but from tradition many; for it 
was accounted so glorious a thing to have been taught by an 
apostle, that even good men were willing to believe any thing 
which their scholars pretended to have heard their masters 
preach; and too many were forward to say they heard them 
teach what they never taught ; and the pretence was very easy 
to be made by the contemporaries or immediate descendants 
after the apostles; and now that they were dead, it was so diffi- 
cult to confute them, that the heretics found it an easy game to 
play, to say they heard it delivered by an apostle. Many did 
so, and some were at first believed, and yet were afterwards dis- 
covered; some were cried down at first, and some expired of 
themselves, and some were violently thrust away. But how 
many of those which did descend and pass on to custom were 
of a true and apostolical original, and how many were not so, it 
will be impossible to find now; only, because we are sure there 
was some false dealing in this matter, and we know there might 
be much more than we have discovered, we have no reason to 
rely upon any tradition for any part of our faith, any more than 
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we could do upon scripture, if one book or chapter of it should 
be detected to be imposture. But there were two cases in which 
tradition was then used: the one was, when the scriptures had 
not been written or communicated, as among divers nations of 
the barbarians: the other was, when they disputed with persons 
who received not all the scriptures; as did the Carpocratians, 
of whom Irenzeus speaks?. In these cases tradition was urged, 
that because they did not agree about the authority of one 
instrument, they should be admitted to trial upon the other. 
For as Antonius Marinarius said truly and wisely, “ The 
Fathers served themselves of this topic only in case of necessity, 
never thinking to make use of it in competition against holy 
scripture.” 

But then it is to be observed, that in both these cases the use 
of tradition is not at all pertinent to the question now in hand. 
For, first, the question was not then, as now it is, between persons 
who equally account of scriptures as the word of God, and to 
whom the scriptures have been from many generations consigned. 
For they that had received scriptures at the first relied upon 
them; they that had not were to use tradition, and the topic of 
succession, to prove their doctrine to have come from the apo- 
stles; that is, they were fain to call witnesses when they could 
not produce a will in writing. But secondly, in other cases the 
old heretics had the same question as we have now’. For besides 
the scripture, they said that “Jesus in mystery spake to his dis- 
ciples and apostles some things in secret and apart, because they 
were worthy.” And so Christ said, I have many things to say, 
but ye cannot bear them now. For this place of scripture was to 
this purpose urged by the most foolish heretics. Just thus do 
the doctors of the church of Rome at this day. So Bellarmines: 
“They preached not to the people all things, but those which 
were necessary to them, or profitable, but other things they de- 
livered apart to the more perfect. Here then is the popish 
ground of their traditions; they cannot deny but necessary and 
profitable things were delivered in public, and to all; but some 
secret things were reserved for the secret ones. For the scrip- 
tures are as the credential letters to an ambassador ; but tradi- 
tions are as the private instructions. This was the pretence of 
the old heretics, and is of the modern papists; who, while they 
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say the same thing, pretend for it also the same authority, 
saying, that “traditions also are to be received, because they 
are recommended in scripturet.” Of this I shall hereafter give 
account. In the mean time, 

Concerning this, I remember that a great man of the Roman 
party falls foul upon Castellio", for saying, “The apostle had 
some more secret doctrine which he did not commit to writing, 
but delivered it to some more perfect persons; and that the word 
of God was not sufficient for deciding controversies of religion, 
however it be expounded, but that a more perfect revelation is 
to be expected.” Upon which he hath these words, Intolerabile 
est, ut Paulus, quam accepit reconditiorem doctrinam, non scripto 
consignaverit ; fuisset enim alioqui infidelis depositi minister. And 
it was most reasonable which Antonius Marinarius, a friar Car- 
melite, did say: “If some things were delivered in secret, it was 
under secret ; because the apostles might as well have published 
it as their disciples ;” but if it was delivered as a secret, and 
consequently to be kept as secret, how came the successors of 
the apostles to publish this secret? to break open the seal, and 
reveal the forbidden secret ? And secondly, “if the secret tradition, 
which certainly was not necessary to all, be made public, how 
shall we know which traditions are necessary, and which are 
not 2” Certain it is, the secret tradition could not of itself be 
necessary ; and therefore, if it becomes so by being made public, 
it is that which the apostles intended not, for they would have it 
secret. And therefore it follows, that now no man can tell that 
any of their traditions was intended as necessary; because the 
only way by which we could know which was and which was not 
necessary, viz. the making the one public and keeping the other pri- 
vate, is now destroyed, since they are all alike common. All that 
which was delivered to all, and in public, was, by the providence 
of God ministering apt occasions, and by the Spirit of God in- 
spiring the apostles and evangelists with a will to do it, set down 
in writing, that they might remain upon record for ever to all 
generations of the church: so 8S. Peter promised to the Jews of 
the dispersion, that he would do something fo put them in remem- 
brance of the things he had taught them; and he was as good as 
his word, and employed S. Mark to write the Gospel: others also 
of the apostles took the same care: and all were directed by 
God, and particular occurrences were concentred in the general 
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design and counsel of God. So S. Irenzeus*: “ The gospel which 
the apostles preached, afterwards, by the will of God, they deli- 
vered to us in the scriptures.” It was a tradition still ; but now 
the word signified in its primitive and natural sense, not in the 
modern and ecclesiastical. But Ireneeus speaks of the Gospely ; 
that is, the whole Gospel of God; not all the particulars that 
Jesus spake and did, but “ whatever Christ would have us to 
read of his words and works, he commanded them to write, as 
if it were by his own hands.” And therefore, electa sunt que 
scriberentur, que saluti credentium sufficere videbantur ; “ there 
was a choice made of such things as were to be written.” It 
was not therefore done by chance and contingency (as many of 
the Roman doctors in disparagement of the scriptures’ sufficiency 
do object), but the “things were chosen,” saith S. Austin ; it was 
“according to the will of God,” said S. Irenzeus; and the choice 
was very good; all that sufficed to the salvation of believers; 
according to the words of S. John, These things were written, 
shat ye might believe that Jesus Christ is the Son of God; and that 
believing ye might have life through his name?. And indeed there 
cannot be any probable cause inducing any wise man to believe 
that the apostles should pretend to write the Gospel of Jesus 
Christ, and that they should insert many things more than neces- 
sary, and yet omit any thing that was, and yet still call it the 
Gospel of Jesus Christ. Nicephorus calls the Epistles of S. Paul, 
“a summary of what he plainly and explicitly did teach? ;” much 
more is every Gospel. But when all the four Gospels, and the 
Apostolical Acts, and Epistles, and the Visions of S. John, were 
all tied into a volume by the counsel of God, by the dictate of the 
Holy Spirit, and by the choice of the apostles, it cannot be pro- 
bable that this should not be all the Gospel of Jesus Christ, all 
his will and testament. And therefore in vain does the cardinal 
Perron? strive to escape from this, by acknowledging that the 
Gospel is the foundation of Christianity, as grammar is the foun- 
dation of eloquence; as the Institutions of Justinian is of the 
study of the law; as the principles and institutions of a science 
are of the whole profession of it. It is not, in his sense, the 
foundation of Christian doctrine, but it contains it all; not only 
in general, but in special ; not only virtual, but actual; not me- 
x Lib, 3. c.1. 2 Joh. xx. 30, 31. 
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diate, but immediate: for a few lines would have served for a 
foundation general, virtual, and mediate. If the seripture had 
said, The church of Rome shall always be the catholic church, 
and the foundation of faith; she shall be infallible, and to her 
all Christians ought to have recourse for determination of their 
questions; this had been a sufficient virtual and mediate founda- 
tion: but when four Gospels, containing Christ’s sermons and 
his miracles, his precepts and his promises, the mysteries of the 
kingdom, and the way of salvation, the things hidden from the 
beginning of the world, and the glories reserved to the great day 
of light and manifestation of Jesus; to say, that yet all thes 
Gospels, and all the Epistles of S. Paul, S. Peter, S. James, and 
S. John, and the Acts and sermons of the Apostles, in the first 
establishing the church, are all but a foundation virtual; and 
that they point out the church indeed, by saying, she is the pillar 
and ground of truth, but leave you to her for the foundation 
actual, special, and immediate; is an affirmation against the 
notoriety of fact. Add to this, that S, Irenzeus¢ spake these words 
concerning the scriptures, in confutation of them who, leaving 
the scriptures, did run to traditions pretendedly apostolical. 
And though it be true, that the traditions they relied upon 
were secret, apocryphal, forged, and supposed ; yet because even 
at that time there were such false wares obtruded, and even then 
the heretics could not want pretences sufficient to deceive, and 
hopes to prevail; how is it to be imagined, that in the descent ot 
sixteen ages, the cheat might not be too prevalent? when, if the 
traditions be questioned, it will be impossible to prove them ; 
and if they be false, it will (except it be by scripture) be impossi- 
ble to confute them. And after all, if yet there be any doctrines 
of faith or manners which are not contained in scripture, and yet 
were preached by the apostles, let that be proved, let the tradi- 
tions be produced, and the records sufficient, primely credible 
and authentic, and we shall receive them. So vain a way of 
arguing it is, to say, the traditions, against which S. Irenzeus 
speaks, were false, but ours are true; theirs were secret, but 
ours were open and notorious: for there are none such: and 
Bellarmine himself acknowledges, that the necessary things are 
delivered in scriptures, and those which were reserved for tradi- 
tion were delivered apart; that is, secretly by the apostles4. 
Now if they were so on all sides, what rule shall we have to dis- 
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tinguish the Valentinian traditions from the Roman? and why 
shall we believe these more than those ; since all must be equally 
taken upon private testimony at first? And although it will be 
said, that the Roman traditions were received by after-ages, and 
the other were not ; yet this shews nothing else, but that some 
had the fate to prevail, and others had not. For it 1s certain, 
that some were a long time believed, even for some whole ages, 
under the name of apostolical tradition, (as the millenary opinion, 
and the Asiatic manner of keeping Easter,) which yet came to 
be disbelieved in their time: and also it is certain, that many 
which really were apostolical traditions perished from the memory 
of men, and had not so long lives as many that were not: so 
that all this is by chance, and can make no difference in the just 
authority. And. therefore it is vainly said of cardinal Perron, 
that the case is not the same, because theirs are wrong and ours 
are right. For this ought not to have been said till it were 
proved: and if it were proved, the whole question were at an 
end ; for we should all receive them which were manifested to be 
doctrines apostolical. But in this there need no further dispute 
from the authority of Irenzeus: his words concerning the fulness 
of scripture, as to the whole doctrine of Christ, being so clear 
and manifest, as appears in the testimonies brought from him in 
the foregoing section. Optatus compares the scriptures to the 
testator’s wille: if there be a controversy amongst the descen- 
dants of the house, run to the scriptures, see the original will: the 
Gospels are Christ’s testament, and the Epistles are the codicils 
annexed, and but by these we shall never know the will of the 
Testator. But because the books of scripture were not all written 
at once, nor at once communicated, nor at once received, there- 
fore the churches of God at first were forced to trust their me- 
mories, and to try the doctrines by appealing to the memories of 
others ; that is, to the consenting report, and faith delivered and 
preached to other churches, especially the chiefest, where the 
memory of the apostles was recent and permanent. The mysteri- 
ousness of Christ’s priesthood, the perfection of his sacrifice, and 
the unity of it, Christ’s advocation and intercession for us in 
heaven, might very well be accounted traditions, before S. Paul’s 
Epistle to the Hebrews was admitted for canonical; but now 
they are written truths: and if they had not been written, it is 
likely we should have lost them. But this way could not long be 
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necessary, and could not long be safe. Not necessary, because 
it was supplied by a better; and to be tied to what was only ne- 
cessary in the first state of things, is just as if a man should 
always be tied to suck milk, because at first in his infancy it was 
fit he should. Not safe, because it grew worse and worse every 
day. And therefore in a little while, even the traditions them- 
selves were so far from being the touchstone of true doctrine, that 
themselves were brought to the stone of trial; and the tradition 
would not be admitted, unless it were in scripture. By which it 
appears, that tradition could not be a part of the rule of faith 
distinct from the scriptures, but itself was a part of it; that is, 
whatsoever was delivered and preached was recorded; which 
they so firmly believed, that they rejected the tradition unless it 
were so recorded: and, 2. It hence also follows, that tradition 
was, and was esteemed, the worse way of conveying propositions 
and stories; because the church required that the traditions 
should be proved by scriptures ; that is, the less certain by the 
more: that this was so, S. Cyprian is a sufficient witness’. For 
when pope Stephen had said, “ Let nothing be changed; only 
that which is delivered,” meaning the old tradition, “that was to 
be kept ;” S. Cyprian inquires from whence that tradition comes ? 
“ Does it come from the Gospels, or the Epistles, or the Acts of 
the Apostles?” So that after the writing and reception of scrip- 
tures, tradition meant the same thing which was in scripture ; or 
if it did not, the Fathers would not admit it. “ All things which 
are delivered to us by the law and the prophets, the apostles and 
evangelists, we receive, and know, and reverence: but we inquire 
not further; nothing beyond thems.” If “the traditions be 
agreeable to scripture,” said S. Irenzeus® ; that is, if that which 
is pretended to be taught at first be recorded by them who did 
teach it; then allis well. And this affair is fully testified by the 
words of Eusebiusi, which are greatly conclusive of this inquiry. 
“We have,” saith he, “promised that we would propose the 
voices of the old ecclesiastical presbyters and writers, by which 
they declared the traditions by the authority witnessed and con- 
signed of the approved scriptures.” Amongst whom was Irenzus, 
says the Latin version. 

But I shall descend to a consideration of the particulars which 
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pretend to come to us by tradition, and without it cannot, a8 a 
is said, be proved by scripture. 

1. It is wid that the seripture itself is wholly der ived to us by 
tradition; and therefore, besides scripture, tradition 1s necessary 
in the church. And indeed no man that understands this ques- 
tion denies it: this tradition, that these books were written by 
the apostles, and were delivered by the apostles to the churches 
as the word of God, relies principally upon tradition universal : 
that is, it was witnessed to be true by all the Christian world at 
their first being so consigned. Now then, this is no part of the 
word of God, but the notification, or manner of conveying the 
word of God; the instrument of its delivery. So that the tra- 
dition concerning the scripture’s being extrinsical to scripture is 
also extrinsical to the question; this tradition cannot be an ob- 
jection against the sufficiency of scripture to salvation, but must 
go before this question. For no man inquires, whether the scrip- 
tures contain all things necessary to salvation, unless he believe 
that there are scriptures, that these are they, and that they are 
the word of God; all this comes to us by tradition, that is, by 
universal undeniable testimony. After the scriptures are thus 
received, there is risen another question, viz. whether or no these 
scriptures so delivered to us do contain all the word of God? or, 
whether or no, besides the tradition that goes before scripture, 
which is an instrumental tradition only of scripture, there be not 
also something else that is necessary to salvation consigned by 
tradition, as well as the scripture; and of things as necessary or 
useful as what is contained in scripture, and that is equally the 
word of God as scripture is? The tradition of scripture we re- 
ceive; but of nothing else but what is in scripture. And if it 
be asked, why we receive one, and not the rest? we answer, be- 
cause we have but one tradition of things necessary; that is, 
there is an universal tradition of scripture, and what concerns it, 
but none of other things which are not in scripture: and there 
is no necessity we should have any; all things necessary and pro- 
fitable to the salvation of all men being plainly contained in scrip- 
tures; and this sufficiency also being part of that tradition, as I 
am now proving}. 


k It is therefore weakly said by E. W. throw away scripture itself, and the Nicene 
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pressly contained in scripture; forced he of children, &c. but every tenet of pro- 
is to throw away scripture itself, &c. testant religion (as protestantism), e. g. 
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But because other things also are pretended to be, or are neces- 
sary, and yet are said not to be in scripture, it is necessary that 
this should be examined: 1. First, all the Nicene definitions, 
Trinity of persons in one Divine essence. This I should not 
have thought worthy of considering in the words here expressed, 
but that a friend, it seems, of my own, whom I know not, but 
yet an adversary, as he who should know him best, that is, him- 
self, assures me, is.pleased to use these words in the objection™. 
To this I answer, first, that this gentleman would be much to 
seek, if he were put to it, to prove the Trinity of persons in one 
Divine essence to be an express Nicene definition; and therefore, 
if he means that as an instance of the Nicene definitions, he will 
find himself mistaken. Indeed at Nice, the consubstantiality of 
the Father and the Son was determined ; but nothing of the di- 
vinity of the Holy Ghost: that was the result of after-councils. 
But whatever it was which was there determined, I am sure it 
was not determined by tradition, but by scripture. So S. Atha- 
nasius tells us of the faith which was confessed by the Nicene 
Fathers, it was the faith “ confessed according to the holy serip- 
tures :” and, speaking to Serapion of the holy Trinity, he says, 
“Learn this out of the holy scriptures: for the documents you 
find in them are sufficient.” And, writing against Samosatenus, 
he proves the incarnation of the Son of God out of the Gospel 
of S. John, saying, “ It becomes us to stick close to the word of 
God".” And therefore, when Constantine the emperor exhorted 
the Nicene Fathers to concord in the question then to be disputed, 
they being Divine matters, he would they should be ended by the 
authority of the Divine scriptures®. “For,” saith he, “the books 
of the evangelists and apostles, as also the oracles of the old pro- 
phets, do evidently teach us what we are to think of the Deity. 
Therefore, all seditious contention being laid aside, let us deter- 
mine the things brought into question by the testimonies of the 
Divinely inspired scriptures.” And they did so. And by relying 
on scriptures only, we shall never be constrained to quit these 
glorious portions of evangelical truth, the incarnation of the 
eternal Word, and the consubstantiality of the Father and the 
Son. ‘ Whatsoever ought to be known of these mysteries is 

m The same also he says concerning Lib. 3. ad Serap. de Spir. S. Id. de In- 
the Nicene and the other three councils, carnat. 
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contained in both Testaments,” saith Rupertus Tuitiensis, before 


quoted. And if the holy scriptures did not teach us in these 
mysteries, we should find tradition to be but a lame leg, or rather 
a reed of Egypt. For Artemon?, who was the first founder of 
that error which afterwards belched into Arianism, pretended a 
tradition from the apostles, that Christ was a mere man. And 
that tradition descended to the time of pope Zepherinus, who 
first gave a stop to it: and Justin Martyr says’, that divers 
among the Christians affirmed Christ to be not God of God, but 
man of man. And the Arians offered to be tried by tradition’ ; 
and therefore pretended to it; and therefore the catholics did 
not; at least according to the new doctrine, “ that if one pre- 
tends tradition, the other cannot.” But (for all that trifle) 
S. Athanasius did sometimes pretend to it, though not always: 
and this shews that there was no clear, indubitate, notorious, 
universal tradition in the question; and if there were not such 
an one, as good none at all; for it could not be such a foundation 
as was fit to build our faith upon, especially in such mysterious 
articles. But it is remarkable what Eusebius recites out of an 
old author, who wrote against the heresy of Artemon, which 
afterwards Samosatenus renewed, and Arius made public with 
some alterations. ‘ They all say,” says he, “that our ancestors 
and the apostles themselves, not only have received from our 
Lord those things which they now affirm, but that they taught 
it to others; and the preaching or tradition of it run on to the 
days of pope Victor, and was kept entire, but was depraved by 
pope Zepherin. And truly that which was said by them might 
seem to have in it much of probability, if the Divine scriptures 
did not first of all contradict them, and that there were writings 
of some brethren elder than the times of Victor.” The brethren 
whose writings he names are, Justin, Miltiades, Tatian, Clemens, 
Irenzeus, and the psalms and hymns of divers, made in honour 
of Christ. From all which it is evident, that the questions at 
Nice were not and could not be determined by tradition. 2. That 
tradition might be, and was pretended on both sides. 3. That 
when it is pretended by the contradicting parties with some 
probability, it can effectually serve neither. 4.That the tradition 
the Samosatenians and Arians boasted of had in it much pro- 
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bability, when looked upon in its own series and proper state. 
5. That the Divine scriptures were at that time the best firma- 
ment of the church, and defended her from that abuse which 
might have been imposed upon her under the title of tradition. 
6. That even when tradition was opposed to tradition, and the 
right to the wrong, yet it was not oral or verbal tradition, (ac- 
cording to the new mode,) but the writings of the doctors that 
were before them. But after all this, I cannot but observe and 
deplore the sad consequents of the Roman doctors’ pretension, 
that this great mystery of godliness, God manifested in the flesh, 
relies wholly upon unwritten traditions. For the Socinians, 
knowing that tradition was on both sides claimed in this article, 
please themselves in the concession of their adversaries, that this 
is not to be proved by scripture. So they allege the testimony 
of Eccius, and cardinal Hosius, one of the legates presiding at 
Trent, doctrinam de Trino et Uno Deo esse dogma traditionis, et ex 
seriptura nulla ratione probari posset. The same was affirmed by 
Tanner, and all that were on that side, in the conference at Ra- 
tisbon, by Hieronymus 4 8. Hyacintho, and others. Now they 
being secured by their very enemies that they need not fear 
scriptures in this question, and knowing of themselves that tra- 
dition cannot alone do it, they are at peace, and dwell in confi- 
dence in this their capital error: and the false peace is owing to 
the Roman doctors, who in Italy help to make atheists, and in 
Polonia, Socinians": and as a consequent to all this, 1 remem- 
ber they scorn Cichovius, who endeavoured to confute them by 
a hundred arguments from scriptures, since his own parties do 
too freely declare that not one of those hundred prove the 
question. 

2. The next necessary article pretended to stand upon tradi- 
tion is the baptizing children. Concerning which, I consider 
either the matter of fact or matter of doctrine. The matter of 
fact is indifferent, if abstracted from the doctrine. For at the 
first, they did or they did not, according as they pleased; for 
there is no pretence of tradition, that the church in all ages 
did baptize all the infants of Christian parents: it is more 
certain that they did not do it always, than that they did it 
in the first age. S. Ambrose, S. Hierom, and S. Austin were 
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born of Christian parents, and yet not baptized until the full 
age of a man, and more. But that the apostles did baptize 
any children, is not at all reported by a primely credible tra- 
dition, or a famous report: but that they did so is only con- 
jectured at; or if it be more, yet that more, whatsoever it be, 
relies upon the testimony of scripture; as S. Paul's baptizing 
the households of Stephanas and the jailor. But then if they 
did, or if they did not, yet without an appendant doctrine this 
passes on by the voluntary practice of the church ; and might be 
or not be, as they pleased ; as it was in the case of confirming 
them, and communicating them at the same time they bap- 
tized them ; concerning which, because we live to have seen and 
read of several customs of the church in several ages, it is also 
after the same manner in baptism, if we consider it only in the 
matter of fact. 

But then if we consider the doctrine appendant to it, or the 
cause why it is pretended they were baptized; even that 
children should be brought to Christ, should receive his blessing, 
should be adopted into the kingdom of God, should be made 
members of the second Adam, and be translated from the death 
introduced by the first to the life revealed by the second; and 
that they may receive the Holy Spirit, and a title to the pro- 
mises evangelical, and be born again, and admitted into a 
state of covenant, in which they can receive the gift of eternal 
life, (which I take to be the proper reasons, why the church 
baptizes infants ;) all these are wholly derived to us from scrip- 
ture grounds. But then, as to that reason upon which the 
church of Rome baptizes infants, even because it is necessary, 
and because without it children shall not see God; itis certain 
there is no universal or prime tradition for that. S. Austin was 
the hard father of that doctrine. And if we take the whole 
doctrine and practice together without distinction, that it was 
the custom:so to do in some churches and at some times, is 
without all question ; but that there is a tradition from the apo- 
stles so to do, relies but upon two witnesses, Origen and S. Austin ; 
and the latter having received it from the former, it relies 
wholly upon his single testimony, which is but a pitiful argu- 
ment to prove a tradition apostolical. *He is the first that spoke 
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it; but Tertullian, that was before him, seems to speak against 
it, which he would not have done, if it had been a tradition 
apostolical. And that it was not so is but too certain, if there 
be any truth in the words of Ludovicus Vives, saying, “that 
anciently none were baptized but persons of ripe age;” which 
words I suppose are to be understood xara 76 mAciorov, and 
“for the most part.” But although the tradition be uncertain, 
weak, little and contingent, yet the church of God, whenever 
she did it, (and she might do it at any time,) did do it upon 
scripture grounds. And it was but weakly said by cardinal 
Perrony, that “there is no place of scripture by which we can 
evidently and necessarily convince the anabaptists.” For, 1. If 
that were true, yet it is more certain that by tradition they 
will never be persuaded ; not only because there is no suffi- 
cient and full tradition, but because they reject the topic. 2. 
Although the anabaptists endeavour to elude the arguments 
of scripture, yet it follows not that scripture is not clear and cer- 
tain in the article; for it isan easy thing to say something to every 
thing; but if that be enough against the argument, then no heretic 
ean be convinced by scripture, and there is in scripture no preg- 
nant testimony for any point of faith, for in all questions all here- 
tics prattle something. And therefore it is not a wise procedure 
to say, the adversaries do answer the testimonies of scripture, 
and by scripture cannot be convinced; and therefore choose 
some other way of probation. For when that is done, will they 
be convinced? and cannot the cardinal satisfy himself by scrip- 
ture, though the heretic will not confess himself confuted! The 
papists say they answer the protestants’ arguments from scrip- 
ture, but though they say so to eternal ages, yet in the world 
nothing is plainer than that they only say so, and that, for 
all that confident and enforced saying, the scriptures are still 
apparently against them. 3. If the anabaptists speak probably 
and reasonably in their answers, then it will rather follow that 
the point is not necessary, than that it must be proved neces- 
sary by some other topic. 4. All people that believe baptism 
of infants necessary think that they sufficiently prove it from 
scripture ; and Bellarmine, though he also urges this point as 
an argument for tradition, yet upon wiser thoughts he proves 
it (and not unsuccessfully) by three arguments from scripture. 

3. Like to this is the pretence of the validity of the baptism 
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of heretics; it is cardinal Perron’s own instance, and the first 
of the four he alleges for the necessity of tradition. This he 
holds for a doctrine orthodox and apostolic, and yet, says he, 
there is no word of it in scripture. Concerning this, I think 
the issue will be short: if there be nothing of it in scripture, 
it is certain there was no apostolical tradition for it. For 
S. Cyprian and all his colleagues were of an opinion contrary 
to that of the Roman church in this article?; and when they 
opposed against S. Cyprian a tradition, he knew of no such 
thing, and bade them prove their tradition from scripture. 2. S. 
Austin, who was something warm in this point, yet confesses the 
apostles commanded nothing in it; but then he does almost beg us 
to believe it came from them. Consuetudo tila, que opponebatur 
Cypriano, ab eorum traditione exordium sumpsisse eredenda est ; 
sicut sunt multa que universa tenet ecclesia, et 0b hoc ab apo- 
stolis bene precepta traduntur, quanquam scripta non reperiantur : 
which in plain meaning is this: We find a custom in the 
church, and we know not whence it comes; and it is so in 
this, as in many other things; and therefore let us think the 
best, and believe it came by tradition from the apostles. But it 
seems himself was not sure that so little a foundation could carry 
so big a weight; he therefore plainly hath recourse to scripture 
in this question. ‘ Whether is more pernicious, not to be bap- 
tized, or to be rebaptized, is hard to judge: nevertheless, having 
recourse to the standard of our Lord, where the monuments of 
this are not estimated by human sense, but by Divine authority, 
I find concerning each of them the sentence of our Lord ;” 
to wit, in the scripturesa. But, 3. The question itself is not of a 
thing necessary; for S. Cyprian and the bishops of Cappadocia and 
Galatia, and almost two parts of the known world, whose sen- 
timent was differing from others, yet lived and died in the com- 
munion of those churches who believed the contrary doctrine : 
and so it might have been still, if things were estimated but ac- 
cording to their intrinsic value. And since, as S. Austin says, 
they might safely differ in judgment before the determination of 
this question in a council ; it follows evidently that there was no 
clear tradition against them ; or if there were, that was not es- 
teemed a good, catholic, or convincing argument. For as it is not 
imaginable so great and wise a part of the catholic church should 
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be ignorant of any famous apostolical tradition, especially when 
they were called upon to attend to it, and were urged and pressed 
by it; so it is also very certain there was none such in S. 
Cyprian’s time, because the sixth general council approved of 
the canon made in the council of Carthage®, because in pre- 
dictorum prosulum locis et solum secundum traditam eis consu- 
etudinem servatus est. 4. It had been best if the question 
had never been moved; and the next best had been to have 
suppressed and forgotten it instantly; for as it came in by 
zeal and partiality in the hands of the Cappadocian bishops, 
so it was fed by pride and faction in the hands of the Do- 
natists; and it could have no determination but the mere 
nature of the thing itself: all the apostles and ministers of 
religion were commanded to baptize in water in the name 
of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost; and this was an ad- 
mission to Christianity, not to any sect of it; and if this had 
been considered wisely, so it had been done by a Christian 
minister in matter and form, there could be no more in it. And 
therefore the whole thing was to no purpose : so far was it from 
being an article of faith. 

4. The next pretence is, that the procession of the Holy Ghost 
from the Father and the Son is an article of our faith, and yet no 
where told in scripture; and consequently tradition must help to 
make up the object of our faith. To this some very excellent 
persons have opposed this consideration, that the Greeks and 
Latins differ but in modo loquendi ; and therefore both, speaking 
the same thing in differing words, shew that the controversy itself 
is trifling or mistaken. But though I wish them agreed, yet 
when I consider that in all the endeavours for union at the coun- 
cil of Florence, they never understood one another to purposes of 
peace, I am apt to believe that those who would reconcile them 
shew their piety more than the truth of the thing, and that the 
Greeks and Latins differed entirely in this point. But then that 
on the Latin side there should be a tradition apostolical, can upon 
no other account be pretended, but that they could not prove it 
by scripture, or shew any ecclesiastical law or authority for it. 
Now if we consider that the Greeks pretend their doctrine not 
only from scripture, but also from immemorial tradition, that is, 
that they have not innovated the doctrine which their fathers 
taught them ; and on the other side, that the Latins have, con- 
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trary to the canon of the council of Ephesus, superadded the 
clause of Filioque to the Constantinopolitan creed, and that by 
authority of a little convention of bishops at Gentilly, near to 
Paris, without the consent of the catholic church ; and that, by 
the confession of cardinal Perron, not only the scripture favours 
the Greeks, but reason also, because it is unimaginable that the 
same particular effect should proceed from two principles in the 
same kind; and although the three Persons created the world, 
yet that production was from the Divine essence, which is but one 
Principle ; but the opinion of the Latins is, that the Holy Ghost 
proceeds from two Persons as Persons, and therefore from two 
Principles; it will be very hard to suppose, that because all this is 
against them, therefore it is certain that they had this from apo- 
stolical tradition. The more natural consequence is, that their 
proposition is either mistaken or uncertain, or not an article of 
faith, (which is rather to be hoped, lest we condemn all the 
Greek churches as infidels or perverse heretics,) or else that it 
can be derived from scripture; which last is indeed the most 
probable, and pursuant to the doctrine of those wiser Latins, 
who examined things by reason and not by prejudice. But 
cardinal Perron’s argument is no better than this: Titius was 
accused to have deserted his station in the battle, and carried 
false orders to the legion of Spurinna; he answers, I must either 
have received orders from the general, or else you must suppose 
me to be a coward or a traitor; for I had no warrant for what I 
did from the book of military discipline. Well, what if you be 
supposed to be a coward or traitor? what hurt is in that sup- 
position? But must I conclude that you had order from the 
general, for fear I should think you did it on your own head, or 
that you are a traitor? That is the case; either this proposition 
is derived to us by apostolical tradition, or we have nothing else 
to say for ourselves. Well! Nempe hoc Ithacus velit ; the Greeks 
allow the argument, and will say thus: You had nothing to say 
for yourselves, unless we grant that to you which is the question, 
and which you can never prove, viz. that there is for this article 
an apostolical tradition: but because both sides pretend that, let 
us try this thing by scripture. And indeed that is the only way. 
And cardinal Perron’s argument may by any Greek be inverted, 
and turned upon himself. For he saying it is not in scripture, 
therefore it is a tradition of the church; it is as good an argu-. 
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ment—It is not delivered to us by universal tradition, therefore 
either it is not at all, or it is derived to us from scripture; and 
upon the account of this, for my part, I do believe it. 

5. The last instance of cardinal Perron is the observation of 
the Lord’s day; but this is matter of discipline and external rite ; 
and because it cannot pretend to be an article of faith, or essen- 
tially necessary doctrine, the consideration is different from the 
rest. And itis soon at an end; but that the cardinal would fain 
make something of nothing, by telling that the Jews complain of 
the Christians for changing circumcision into baptism, and the 
Saturday sabbath into the dominical or Lord’s day: he might 
as well have added, They cry out against the Christians for 
changing Moses into Christ, the Law into the Gospel, the cove- 
nant of works into the covenant of faith, ceremonies into sub- 
stances, and rituals into spiritualities. And we need no further 
inquiry into this question, but to consider what the cardinal 
says, that “God did the sabbath a special honour by writing 
this ceremonial alone into the summary of the moral law®.” 
Now I demand, whether there be not clear and plain scripture 
for the abolishing of the law of ceremonies? If there be, then the 
law of the sabbath is abolished. It is part of the handwriting of 
ordinances which Christ nailed to his cross, Now when the sab- 
bath ceases to be obligatory, the church is at liberty: but that 
there should be a time sanctified or set apart for the proper 
service of God, I hope is also very clear from scripture ; and that 
the circumstances of religion are in the power of the presidents 
of religion; and then it will follow from scripture, that the apo- 
stles, or their successors, or whoever did appoint the Sunday fes- 
tival, had not only great reason, but full authority, to appoint 
that day; and that this was done early, and continued constantly 
-for the same reason, and by an equal authority, is no question. 
But as to the sabbath, S. Paul gave express order that no man 
should be judged by any part of the ceremonial law, and particu- 
larly names the sabbath days, saying, They all were a shadow of 
things to come, but Christ is the substance. And yet after all this, 
the keeping of the Lord’s day was no law in Christendom till the 
Laodicean council; but the Jewish sabbath was kept as strictly 
as the Christian Lord’s day, and yet both of them with liberty, 
but with an intuition to the avoiding offence, and the interests 
of religion: and the Lord’s day came not instead of the sabbath, 
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and it did not succeed in the place of the sabbath, but was merely 
a Christian festival and holy day. But at last, that the keeping 
of the Lord’s day be a tradition apostolical, I desire 1t were 
heartily believed by every Christian ; for though it would make 
nothing against the sufficiency of scriptures in all questions of 
faith and rules of manners, yet it might be an engagement on all 
men to keep it with the greater religion. 

6. At the end of this, it is fit I take notice of another particu- 
lar offered by the bye, not in justification of tradition, but in. 
defiance of them that oppose it. “If the protestants oppose all 
tradition in general, they must quit every tenet of protestant 
religion (as protestantism) for example sake: the belief of two 
sacraments only2,” &c. The charge is fierce, and the stroke is 
little. It was unadvisedly said, that every protestant doctrine, 
qua talis, must be quitted if scripture be the rule: for this very 
proposition, that scripture is the rule of our faith, is a main pro- 
testant doctrine; and therefore certainly must not be quitted ; 
if scripture be the rule, that is, if the doctrine be true, it must 
not be forsaken. And although in the whole progress of this 
book protestant religion will be greatly justified by scripture, yet 
for the present I desire the gentleman to consider a little better 
about giving the chalice to all communicants; whether their 
denying it to the laity be by authority of scripture? and I desire 
him to consider what place of the Old or New Testament he hath 
for worshipping and making the images of God the Father, and 
the Holy Ghost, or for having their public devotions in an un- 
known tongue. But of these hereafter. 

As to the instance of two sacraments only, I desire the gentle- 
man to understand our doctrine a little better. Itis none of the 
doctrine of the church of England that there are two sacraments 
only; but that of those rituals commanded in scripture, which the 
ecclesiastical use calls sacraments, (by a word of art,) “two only 
are generally necessary to salvation.” And although we are able 
to prove this by a tradition much more universal than by which 
the Roman doctors can prove seven, yet we rely upon scripture 
for our doctrine: and though, it may be, 1 shall not dispute it 
with this gentleman that sends his chartel, unless he had given 
better proof of his learning and his temper ; yet I suppose, if he 
reads this book over, he shall find something first or last to in- 
struct him, or at least to entertain him in that particular also. 

& E. W.p. 5. 


8. IL Of Traditions. 925 


But for the present, lest such an unconcerning trifle be forgotten, 
1 desire him to consider that he hath little reason to concern 
himself in the just number of seven sacraments ; for that there 
are brought in amongst them some new devices, I cannot call 
them sacraments, but something like what they have already 
forged, which being but external rites, yet outdo most of their 
sacraments. About the year 1630, there were introduced into 
Ireland by the Franciscans and Carmelite friars three pretty pro- 
positions: 1. Whosoever shall die in the habit of S. Francis shall 
never be prevented with an unhappy death. 2. Whosoever shall 
take the scapular of the Carmelites, and die in the same, shall 
never be damned. 3. Whosoever shall fast the first Saturday 
after they have heard of the death of Luissa, a Spanish nun of 
the order of S. Clare, shall have no part in the second death. 
Now these external rites promise more grace than is conferred 
by their sacraments; for it promises a certainty of glory. and an 
intermediate certainty of being in the state of grace; which to 
them is not and cannot be done (according to their doctrine) by 
all the other sacraments and sacramentals of their church. Now 
these things are derived to them by pretended revelations of 
S. Francis and 8. Simon Stec. And though I know not what 
the priests and friars in England will think or say of this matter, 
yet I assure them in Ireland they are of great account, and with 
much fancy, religion, and veneration, used at this day. And 
not long since visiting some of my churches, J found an old nun 
in the neighbourhood, a poor Clare, as I think; but missing her 
cord about her, which I had formerly observed her to wear, I 
asked the cause, and was freely answered, that a gentlewoman 
who had lately died had purchased it of her, to put about her in 
her grave. And of how great veneration the Saturday fast is 
here every one knows, but the cause I knew not, till 1 had learned 
the story of S. Luissa ; and that Flemming, their archbishop of 
Dublin, had given countenance to it by his example and credulity. 
But now it may be perceived that the question of seven sacra- 
ments is outdone by the intervention of some new ones, which, 
although they want the name, do greater effects, and therefore 
have a better title. 

But I proceed to more material considerations. Cardinal 
Perron hath chosen no other instances of matters necessary, as 
he supposes them; but there are many ritual matters, customs, 
and ceremonies, which were (at least it is said so) practised by 
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the apostolical churches; and some, it may be, are descended 
down to us; but because the churches practise many things 
which the apostles did not, and the apostles did and ordained 
many things which the church does not observe, it will not ap- 
pertain to the question, to say, There are or are not in these 
things “traditions apostolical.”” The college of widows is dis- 
solved; the canon of abstaining from things strangled obliges not 
the church; and S. Paul’s rule of not electing a bishop that is 
a novice or young Christian is not always observed at Rome ; 
nay, S. Paul himself consecrated Timothy when he was but 
twenty-five years of age: and the Wednesday and Friday fast i 
is pretended to have been a precept from the very times of the 
apostles; and yet it is observed but in very few places: and of 
the fifty canons called apostolical, very few are observed in the 
church at this day; and of eighty-four collected by Clement, (as 
was supposed,) Michael Medina says, scarce six or eight are ob- 
served by the Latin church. For in them many things are con- 
tained, saith Peresius*, which by the corruption of times are not 
fully observed; others, according to the quality of the matter 
and time, being obliterated, or abrogated by the magistry of the 
whole church. Tertullian speaks of divers unwritten customs), 
of which “ tradition is the author, custom is the confirmer, and 
faith is the observer.” Such are the “renunciations in the office 
of baptism, trine immersion, tasting milk and honey, abstinence 
from the bath for a week after;” the receiving the eucharist 
before day or in the time of their meal from the hand of the 
presidents of religion: ‘“ anniversary oblations on birthdays and 
for the dead; not to fast, not to kneel on Sundays; perpetual 
festivities from Easter to Whitsuntide ; not to endure, without 
great trouble, bread or drink to fall upon the ground; and at 
every motion to sign the forehead with the sign of the cross.” 
Some of these are rituals, and some are still observed, and some 
are superstitious, and observed by nobody; and some that are 
not may be if the church please: these indeed were traditions 
or customs before his time, but not so much as pretended to be 
apostolical; but if they were, are yet of the same consideration 
with the rest. If they be customs of the church, they are not, 
without great reason and just authority, to be laid aside: “but 
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are of no other argument against scripture, than if all the par- 
ticular customs of all churches were urged.” For if they had 
come from the apostles, (as these did not,) yet if the apostles 
say, Dicit Dominus, they must be obeyed for ever; but if the 
word be Dico ego, non Dominus, the church hath her liberty to 
do what in the changing times is most for edification. And there- 
fore in these things let the church of Rome pretend what tra- 
ditions apostolical she please of this nature, the church may 
keep them or lay them aside, according to what they judge is 
best. For if those canons and traditions of the apostles, of 
which there is no question, and which are recorded in scripture, 
yet are worn out and laid aside; those certainly which are 
pretended to be such, and cannot be proved, cannot pass into 
perpetual obligation, whether the churches will or no. 

I shall not need upon this head to consider any more instances, 
because all the points of popery are pretended to rely upon tra- 
dition. The novelty of which, because I shall demonstrate in 
their proper places, proving them to be so far from being tra- 
ditions apostolical, that they are mere innovations in religion; I 
shall now represent the uncertainty and fallibility of the pretence 
of traditions in ordinary, and the certain deceptions of those 
who trust them and the impossibility of ending many questions 
by them. I shall not bring the usual arguments which are 
brought from scriptures against traditions; because, although 
those which Christ condemns in the Pharisees, and the apostles 
in heretical persons, are not reproved for being traditions, but 
for being without Divine authority; that is, they are either 
against the commandment of God, or without any warrant 
from God; yet if there be any traditions, real and true, that is, 
words of God not written, they (if they could be shewn) would 
be very good. But then I desire the same ingenuity on the 
other side; and that the Roman writers would not trouble the 
question, or abuse their readers by bringing scriptures to prove 
their traditions; not by shewing they are recorded in scripture, 
but by bringing scriptures where the word tradition is named™. 
For besides that such places cannot be with any modesty pre- 
tended, as proofs of the particular traditions, it is also certain 
that they cannot prove that in general there are or ean be any 
unrecorded scriptures, when the whole canon should be written, 
consigned, and entertained. For it may be necessary that 
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traditions should be called on to be kept before scriptures were 
written, and yet afterwards not necessary ; and those things 
which were delivered and are not in scripture may be lost, be- 
cause they were not written; and then that may be impossible 
for us to do which at first might have been done. But this 
being laid aside, I proceed to considerations proper to the 
question. 

1. Tertullian, S. Hierom, and S. Austin, are pretended the great 
patrons of tradition; and they have given rules by which we shall 
know apostolical traditions: and it is well they do so: for sand 
ought to be put into a glass, and water into a vessel; something 
to limit the running element, that when you have received it you 
may keep it. A nuncupative record is like figures in the air or 
diagrams in sand ; the air and the wind will soon disorder the 
lines. And God knowing this, and all things else, would not 
trust so much as the ten words of Moses to oral tradition, but 
twice wrote them in tables of stone with his own finger. “I know,” 
said S. Clement", “‘that many things are lost by length of time, 
for want of writing; and therefore I of necessity make use of 
memorials and collection of chapters, to supply the weakness of 
my memory.” And when S. Ignatius, in his journey towards 
martyrdom, confirmed the churches through which he passed, by 
private exhortations, as well as he was permitted ; he exhorted 
them all to adhere to the tradition of the apostles, (meaning that 
doctrine which was preached by them in their churches,) and 
added this advice or caution®, “ That he esteemed it was neces- 
sary that this tradition should be committed to writing,” that it 
might be preserved to posterity: and reports by word of mouth 
are uncertain, that for want of good records, we cannot tell who 
was S. Peter's successor immediately ; whether Clemens, Linus, 
or AnacletusP ; and the subscriptions of S. Paul’s Epistles, hav- 
ing no record but the uncertain voice of tradition, are in some 
things evidently mistaken, and in some others very uncertain. 
And upon the same account we cannot tell how many bishops 
were convened at Nice?: Eusebius says they were 250; S. 
Athanasius says they were just 300; Eustratius in Theodoret 
says they were above 270; Sozomen says they were about 310; 
Epiphamus and others say they were 318. And when we con- 
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sider how many pretences have been and are daily made of tra- 
ditions apostolical, which yet are not so, a wise man will take 
heed lest his credulity and good nature make him to become a 
fool. S. Clemens Alexandrinus says, that the apostles preached 
to dead infidels, and then raised them to life; and that the 
Greeks were justified by their philosophy ; and accounts these 
among the ancient traditions'. Pope Marcellus was bold to say, 
that it was an apostolical tradition or canon, that a council 
could not be called but by the authority of the bishop of Rome ; 
but the churches in the first ages practised otherwise, and the 
Greeks never believed it; nor are all the Latin churches of that 
opinion, as shall be shewn in the sequel: the second canon of 
the council in Trullo commands observation of no less than four- 
score and five canons apostolical delivered to the church; but 
besides that no church keeps them, there are not many who be- 
lieve that they came from the apostles. S. Austin said that the 
communicating of infants was an apostolical tradition ; but nei- 
ther the protestants nor the papists believe him in that particular. 
Clemens Alexandrinus said’, that Christ preached but one year; 
S.Irenzeus confutes that tradition vehemently, and said it was 
an apostolical tradition, “that Christ was about fifty years of 
age when he died, and therefore it must be that he preached 
almost twenty years; for the Scripture says, Jesus began to be 
about thirty years old when he was baptizedt; and presently after 
he began to preach.” Now this story of the great age of Christ, 
Trenzeus says, ‘that all the old men that were with S. John, the 
disciple of our Lord, say, that S. John did deliver unto them.” 
Nay, not only so, but “‘ some of them heard the same from others 
also of the apostles.” There were many more of such traditions ; 
“The day would fail to reckon all the unwritten mysteries of the 
church,” said the author of the last chapters of the book De Spi- 
ritu Sancto”, falsely imputed to S. Basil: and yet he could reckon 
but a few; all the rest are lost: and of those that remain, some 
are not at all observed in any church. But there cannot be a 
greater instance of the vanity of pretending traditions, than the 
collection of the Canons Apostolical by Clement, which Dama- 
scene reckons as parts of the New Testament, that is, equal to 
canonical writings of the apostles*; but Isidore Hispalensis 
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says, “they were apocryphal, made by hereties, and published in 
the name of the apostles; but neither the Fathers nor the church 
of Rome did give assent to them : and yet their authority Is Te- 
ceived by many in the church of Rome even at this day. But itis to 
be observed, that men accept them or refuse them, not according 
to their authority, which in all the first fifty at least is equal: 
but if they be for their interest, then they are apostolical ; if 
against them, then they are interpolated and apocryphal, and 
spurious and heretical: as it hath happened in the fifth canon 
and the 8+. 

But this is yet more manifest, if we consider what Origen says?, 
«No man ought for the confirmation of doctrines” (or opinions) 
“to use books which are not canonized scriptures.” Now for 
ought appears to the contrary, many traditions were two or three 
hundred years old the first day they were born ; and it is not easy 
to reckon by what means the Fathers came, or might come, to 
admit many things to be tradition, and themselves were not 
sure; therefore they made rules of their conjecture, presump- 
tions, and sometimes weak arguments. It will be much more hard 
for us to tell which are right and which are wrong, who have no- 
thing but their rules, which were then but conjectural, and are 
since proved in many instances to be improbable. 

1. Such is that rule of S. Austin®, “ Whatsoever was anciently 
received, and not instituted (so far as men looking back may ob- 
serve) by posterity,” that is, “ not deereed by councils, may most 
vightly be believed to descend from apostolical tradition ;” that 
is, if we do not know the beginning of an universal custom, we 
may safely conclude it to be primitive and apostolic. Which 
kind of rule is something like what a witty gentleman said of an 
old man and an old woman in Ireland, that if they should agree 
to say that they were Adam and Eve, no man living could dis- 
prove them. But though these persons are so old that no man 
remembers their beginning, and though a custom be immemorial, 
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and hath prevailed far and long; yet to reduce this to the begin- 
ning of things may be presumed by him that hath a mind to it, 
but can never convince him that bath not. And it is certain 
this rule is but a precarious pitiful presumption, since every 
ancient custom that any succeeding age hath a mind to con- 
tinue, may, for the credit of it, and the ignorance of the ori- 
ginal, like new upstart gentlemen, be entitled to an honourable 
house : “ Every one believes the commandments of his ancestors 
to be traditions apostolical,” said S. Hierom; and that these 
came in by private authority, and yet obtained a public name, 
we have competent warranty from Tertullian, who justifies it 
thus far>: “Do you not think it lawful for every faithful man 
to appoint whatever he thinks may please God, unto discipline 
and salvation?’ And “From whomsoever the tradition comes, 
regard not the author but the authority.” And S. Irenzeus tells, 
that the variety of keeping Lent (which puts in strongly also to 
be an apostolical tradition’) began among his ancestors, ‘‘ who 
did not accurately observe their customs, who by a certain sim- 
plicity or private authority appointed any thing for their poste- 
rity.” So that here it is apparent that every private man that 
was of an ancient standing in the church might introduce cus- 
toms and usages which himself thought pious. And next, it is 
also evident that when these customs derived from their ancestors 
happened to continue in a lasting use, their posterity was very 
apt to call them traditions apostolical ; according to Tertullian‘, 
who confessed this very thing. Thus things indifferent, being 
esteemed useful or pious, became customary, and then came for 
reverence into a putative and usurped authority; but they who, 
having this warning from the very persons whence the mistake 
comes, will yet swallow the hook, deserve to live upon air and 
fancy, and to chew deceit. 

But this topic of pretended tradition is the most fallible thing 
in the world ; for it is discovered of some things that are called 
apostolical tradition, that they had their original of being so 
esteemed upon the authority and reputation of one man. Some, 
I say, have been so discovered. Papias was the author of the 
millenary opinion, which prevailed for about three whole ages ; 


» De Corona Milit. c. 4. consuetudini morem hunc dederit, ha- 
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and that so universally, that Justin Martyr said it was believed 
by all that were perfectly orthodox ; and yet it recurs to him only 
as the fountain of the tradition. But of this I shall say no more, 
because this instance hath been by others examined and cleared. 
The assumption of the Virgin Mary is esteemed a tradition apo- 
stolical, but it can derive no higher than S. Austine, whose doc- 
trine alone brought into the church the veneration of the Assump- 
tion ; which 8. Hierom yet durst not be confident of. But the 
tradition of keeping Easter the fourteenth day of the moon 
derived only from S. John and the Asiatic bishops; but the 
other from S. Peter and S. Paul prevailed, though it had no 
greater authorityf. But the communicating of infants prevailed 
for many ages in the West, and to this day in the East, and went 
for an apostolical tradition ; but the fortune of it is changed, and 
it now passes for an error; and S.Hierom saids, It was an 
apostolical tradition that a priest should never baptize without 
chrism: but of this we have scarce any testimony but his own. 

But besides this, there were in the beginning of Christianity 
some apocryphal books; of these Origen gave great caution}; 
and because the falsity of these every good man could not disco- 
ver, therefore he charges them that they should offer to prove no 
opinion from any books but from the canonical scriptures, as I 
have already quoted him; but these were very busy in reporting 
traditions. The book of Hermes seduced S. Clemens of Alexan- 
dria into a belief that the apostles preached to them that died 
infidels, and then raised them to life; and the apocryphal books 
under the title of Peter and Paul make him believe that the Greeks 
were saved by their philosophy ; and the Gospel of Nicodemus (so 
far as yet appears) was author of the pretended tradition of the 
signing with the sign of the cross at every motion of the body ; 
and led Tertullian and S. Basil, and in consequence the churches 
of succeeding ages, into the practice of it. A little thing will 
draw on a willing mind; and nothing is so credulous as piety 
and timorous religion ; and nothing was more fearful to displease 
God, and curious to please him, than the primitive Christians ; 
and every thing that would invite them to what they thought 
pious was sure to prevail: and how many such pretences might 
enter in at this wide door, every man can easily observe. 


e In Serm. de Assumptione. g S.Hieron. Dial. adv. Lucifer. 
f Salmeron. Tract.51. in Rom.v. p. 468. h Tract. 26. in Matth. 
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Add to this, that the world is not agreed about the competency 
of the testimony, or what is sufficient to prove tradition to be 
apostolical. Some require and allow only the testimony of the 
present catholic church to prove a tradition; which way if it were 
sufficient, then it is certain that many things which the primitive 
Fathers and churches esteemed tradition would be found not to 
be such ; because (as appears in divers instances above reckoned) 
they admitted many traditions which the present church rejects. 
2. If this were the way, then truth were as variable as time ; and 
there could be no degrees of credibility in testimony, but still 
the present were to carry it; that is, every age were to believe 
themselves and nobody else. And the reason of these things is 
this, because some things have in some ages been universally 
received, in others universally rejected. I instance in the state 
of saints departed, which once was the opinion of some whole 
ages; and now we know in what ages it is esteemed an error. 
3. The communicating infants, before instanced in, was the 
practice of the church for six hundred years togetheri. Now all 
that while there was no apostolical tradition against this doctrine 
and practice, or at least none known; for if there had, these ages 
would not have admitted this doctrine; but if there were no tra- 
dition against it at that time, there is none now. And indeed 
the testimony of the present church cannot be useful in the ques- 
tion of tradition, if ever there was any age or number of orthodox 
and learned men that were against it; only in a negative way it 
can be pretended ; that is, if there was no doctrine, or practice, 
or report ever to the contrary, then they that have a mind to 
it may suppose or hope it was apostolical; or at least they cannot 
be sure that it was not. But this way can never be useful in the 
questions of Christendom, because in them there is father against 
son, and son against father; Greeks against Latins: and their 
minds differ as far as east and west ; and therefore it cannot be 
in our late questions that there was never any thing said to the 
contrary; but if there was, then the testimony of the present 
church is not sufficient to prove the tradition to be catholic and 
apostolic. 4. If the testimony of the present church were a sure 
record of tradition apostolical, then it is because the present 
church is infallible; but for that there is neither scripture nor 
tradition ; or if there were for its infallibility in matter of faith, 
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yet there is none for its infallibility in matter of fact ; and such is 
the tradition : concerning which the question only is, whether such 
a thing was actually taught by an apostle, and transmitted down 
by the hand of uninterrupted succession of sees and churches. 
Antiquissimum quodque, verissimum. We know the fountains 
were pure; and the current, by how much the nearer it is to 
the spring, it is the less likely to be corrupted. And therefore 
it is a beginning at the wrong end to say, the present church 
believes this, therefore so did the primitive: but let it be shewed 
that the primitive did believe this ; for else it is outfacing of an 
cpponent, as if he ought to be ashamed to question whether you 
have done well or no. For if that question may be asked, it must 
be submitted to trial, and it must be answered ; and the holding 
the opinion will not justify the holding it; that must be done by 
something else ; therefore the sampler and the sampled must be 
compared together ; and it will be an ill excuse, if a servant, who 
delivers a spotted garment to his lord, and tells him, Thus it was 
delivered to me, for thus you see it is now. If he can prove it was 
so at first, he may be justified, but else at no hand. And I and 
all the world will be strangely to seek what the church of Rome 
means by making conformity to the primitive church a note of 
the true church ; if “being now as it is” be the rule for what it 
ought to be: for if so, then well may we examine the primitive 
church by the present, but not the present by the primitive. 
5. If the present catholic church were infallible, yet we were not 
much the nearer, unless this catholic church could be consulted 
with and heard to speak; nor then neither, unless we knew which 
were indeed the catholic church. There is no word in scripture 
that the testimony of the present church is the infallible way of 
proving the unwritten word of God; and there is no tradition 
that it is so, that I ever yet heard of; and it is impossible 
it should be so, because the present church of several ages have 
had contrary traditions: and if neither be, why shall we believe 
it? if there be, let it be shewed. In the mean time, it is some- 
thing strange that the infallibility of a church should be brought 
to prove every particular tradition, and yet itself be one of those 
particular traditions which proves itself. 

But there is a better way: Vincentius Lirinensis his way of 
judging a traditional doctrine to be apostolical and divine is, the 
consent of all churches and all ages. It is something less that 
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S. Austin requires’, Heclesiarum catholicarum quamplurimum se- 
quatur (authoritatem), inter quas sane ille sunt que apostolicas sedes 
habere, et Epistolas accipere meruerunt. He speaks it of the par- 
ticular of judging what books are canonical; in which, as tradi- 
tion is the way to judge, so the rule of tradition is the consent of 
most of the catholic churches ; particularly those places where 
the apostles did sit, and to which the apostles did write. But 
this fancy of S. Austin’s is to be understood so, as not to be 
measured by the practice, but by the doctrine of the apostolical 
churches. For that any or more of these churches did or did 
not do so is no argument that such a custom came from the 
apostles; or if it did, that it did oblige sueceeding ages: unless 
this custom began by a doctrine, and that the tradition came 
from the apostles, with a declaration of its perpetual obligation. 
And therefore this is only of use in matters of necessary doc- 
trine. But because there are in this question many differing degrees 
of authority, he says that our assent is to be given accordingly. 
“Those which are received of all the catholic churches are to be 
preferred before those which are not received by all; and of 
these, those are to be perferred which have the more and the 
graver testimony; but if it should happen (which yet is not) that 
some are witnessed by the more and others by the graver, let the 
assent be equal.” This indeed is a good way to know nothing ; 
for if one apostolical church differ from another in a doctrinal 
tradition, no man can tell whom to follow, for they are of equal 
authority; and nothing can be thence proved, but that oral tradi- 
tion is an uncertain way of conveying a doctrine. But yet this 
way of S. Austin is of great and approved use in the knowing 
what books are canonical ; and in these things it can be had, in 
some more in some less, in all more than can be said against it; and 
there is nothing in succeeding times to give a check to our assents 
in their degrees, because the longer the succession runs, still the 
more the church was established in it. But yet concerning those 
books of scripture of which it was long doubted in the church 
whether they were part of the apostolical canon of scripture, there 
ought to be no pretence that they were delivered for such by the 
apostles, at least not bythose churches who doubted of them; unless 
they will confess, that either their churches were not founded by an 
apostle, or that the apostle who founded them was not faithful 
in his office in transmitting all that was necessary ; or else that 
k Lib. 2. de Doct. Christiana, c. 8. 
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those books (particularly the Epistle to the Hebrews, &c.) were 
no necessary part of the canon of Scripture ; or else, lastly, that 
that church was no faithful keeper of the tradition which came 
from the apostle. All which things, because they will be denied 
by the church of Rome concerning themselves, the consequent 
will be, that tradition is an uncertain thing; and if it cannot 
be entire and full in assigning the canon of scripture, it is 
hardly to be trusted for any thing else which consists of words 
subject to divers interpretations. But in other things, it may 
be, the case is not so; for we find that in divers particulars, to 
prove a point to be a tradition apostolical, use is made of the 
testimony of the three first ages. Indeed these are the likest 
to know; but yet they have told us of some things to be tradi- 
tions, which we have no reason to believe to be such. Only thus 
far they are useful; if they never reported a doctrine, it is the 
less likely to descend from the apostles; and if the order of 
succession be broken any where, the succeeding ages can never 
be surer. If they speak against a doctrine, as, for example, 
against the half-communion, we are sure it was no tradition 
apostolical; if they speak not at all of it, we can never prove the 
tradition ; for it may have come in since that time, and yet 
come to be thought or called tradition apostolical from other 
causes, of which I have given account. And indeed there is 
no security sufficient but that which can never be had, and 
that is, the universal positive testimony of all the church of 
Christ ; which he that looks for in the disputed traditions 
pretended by the church of Rome may look as long as the 
Jews do for their wrong Messias. So much as this is can never 
be had, and less than this will never do it. I will give one 
considerable instance of this affair!: “The patrons of the 
opinion of the immaculate conception of the blessed virgin- 
mother allege, that they have the consent of almost the uni- 
versal church, and the agreeing sentence of all universities, 
especially of the chief, that is, of Paris; where no man is ad- 
mitted to be master in theology, unless he binds himself by 
oath to maintain that doctrine. They allege, that since this 
question began to be disputed, almost all the masters in the- 
ology, all the preachers of the word of God, all kings and 
princes, republics and peoples, all popes and pastors and reli- 
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gions (except a part of one), consent in this doctrine. They 
say, that of those authors which are by the other side pretended 
against it, some are falsely cited, others are wrested and brought 
in against their wills; some are scarce worth the remembering, 
and are of an obsolete and worn-out authority.” Now if these 
men say true, then they prove a tradition, or else nothing will 
prove it but a consent absolutely universal, which is not to be 
had. For on the other side, “ They that speak against the im- 
maculate conception of the blessed Virgin, particularly cardinal 
Cajetan, bring (as he says) the irrefragable testimony of fifteen 
Fathers against it; others bring no less than two hundred ; 
and Bandellus brings in almost three hundred ;” and that will 
go a great way to prove a tradition. But that this also is not 
sufficient, see what the other side say to this: “ They say that 
Scotus, and Holcot, and Ubertinus de Casalis, and the old defini- 
tion of the university of Paris, and S. Ambrose and S. Augustine 
are brought in falsely or violently; and if they were not, yet they 
say it is an illiteral disputation, and not far from sophistry, to pro- 
ceed in this way of arguing; for it happens sometimes that a 
multitude of opiners proceeds only from one famous doctor ; and 
that when the Donatists did glory in the multitude of authors, 
S. Austin answered, that it was a sign the cause wanted truth, 
when it endeavoured to rely alone upon the authority of many ; 
and that it was not fit to relate the sentiment of S. Bernard, Bo- 
naventure, Thomas, and other devotees of the blessed Virgin, 
as if they were most likely to know her privileges, and therefore 
would not have denied this of immaculate conception, if it had 
been her due. For she hath many devout servants the world 
knows not of; and Elisha, though he had the spirit of Elias 
doubled upon him, yet said, Dominus celavit a me, et non indicavit 
mihi ; and when Elias complained he was left alone, God said he 
had 7000 more. And the apostles did not know all things; and 
S.Peter walked not according to the truth of the gospel; and 
S. Cyprian erred in the point of rebaptizing heretics. For God 
hath not given all things unto all persons, that every age may 
have proper truths of its own which the former age knew not.” 
Thus Salmeron discourses; and this is the way of many others 
more eminent, who make use of authority and antiquity when it 
serves their turn, and when it does not, it is of no use and of no 
value. 


But if these things be thus, then how shall tradition be proved? 
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if the little remnant of the Dominican party which are against 
the immaculate conception should chance to be brought off from 
their opinion,(as, if all the rest of the other orders, and many of 
this be already, it is no hard thing to conjecture that the rest 
may,) and that the whole church, as they will then call it, be of 
one mind, shall it then be reasonable to conclude, that then this 
doctrine was and is an apostolical tradition, when as yet we know 
and dare say it is not? That is the case, and that is the new doc- 
trine; but how impossible it is to be true, and how little reason 
there is in it, is now too apparent. 1 see that vowing to saints 
is now at Rome accounted an apostolical doctrine; but with what 
confidence can any Jesuit tell me that it is so, when by the con- 
fession of their chief parties it came in later than the fountains 
of apostolical doctrines. ‘When the scriptures were written, 
the use of vowing to saints was not begun,” saith Bellarmine™ ; 
and cardinal Perron” confesses that in the authors more near to 
the apostolical age no footsteps of this custom can be found. 
Where then is the tradition apostolical? or can the affirmation 
of the present church make it so? To make a new thing is easy, 
but no man can make an old thing. 

The consequence of these things is this: all the doctrines of 
faith and good life are contained and expressed in the plain 
places of scripture; and besides it, there are and there can be 
no articles of faith; and therefore, they who introduce other ar- 
ticles, and upon other principles, introduce a faith unknown to 
the apostles and the Fathers of the primitive church. And that 
the church of Rome does this, I shall manifest in the following 
discourses. 

SECTION IV 

There is nothing of necessity to be believed which the apostolical 

churches did not believe. 

Iw the first part of the Dissuasive it was said, that the two 
Testaments are the fountains of faith; and whatsoever (viz. as 
belonging to the faith) came in after these, foris est, is to be 
cast out; it belongs not to Christ: and now, I suppose, what 
was then said is fully verified. And the church of Rome, ob- 
truding many propositions upon the belief of the church which 
are not in scripture, and of which they can never shew any uni- 
versal or apostolical tradition, urging those upon pain of damn- 
ation, imposing an absolute necessity of believing such points 
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which were either denied by the primitive church, or were 
counted but indifferent, and matters of opinion, hath disor- 
dered the Christian religion, and made it to-day a new thing, 
and unlike the great and glorious Founder of it, who is the same 
yesterday, and to-day, and for ever. The charge here then is 
double; they have made new necessities, and they have made 
new articles. 

I choose to speak first of their tyrannical manner of imposing 
their articles; viz. every thing under pain of damnation: the 
other, of the new matter, is the subject of the following 
sections. 

First then, I allege that the primitive church, being taught 
by scripture and the examples apostolical, affirmed but few 
things to be necessary to salvation. They believed the whole 
scriptures; every thing they had learned there they equally be- 
lieved: but because every thing was not of equal necessity to be 
believed, they did not equally learn and teach all that was in 
scripture. But the apostles, say some, others say that immedi- 
ately after them the church, did agree upon a creed, a symbol 
of articles, which were, in the whole, the foundation of faith, the 
ground of the Christian hope, and that upon which charity or 
good life was to be built. There were in scripture many creedsP; 
the Gentiles’ creed, Martha’s creed, the Eunuch’s creed, S. Peter’s 
creed, S. Paul’s creed: to believe that God is, and that he ts the 
rewarder of them that seek him diligently: to believe that Jesus 
Christ is the Son of the living God; that Jesus is come in the flesh ; 
that he rose again from the dead: these confessions were the oc- 
casions of admirable effects: by the first, the Gentiles come to 
God; by the following, blessedness is declared4, salvation is pro- 
mised to him that believes; and to him that confesses this, God 
will come and dwell in him, and he shall dwell in God: and this 
belief is the end of writing the Gospel, as, having life through 
Christ is the end of this belief: and all this is more fully expli- 
cated by S. Paul’s creed": This is the word of faith which we preach, 
that if thow shalt confess with thy mouth the Lord Jesus, and shalt 
believe in thine heart that God hath raised him from the dead, thou 
shalt be saved. This is the word of faith, which if we confess 
with our mouths, and entertain and believe in our heart, that is, 
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do live according to it, we shall certainly be saved. If we ac- 
knowledge Christ to be our Lord, that is, our Lawgiver and our 
Saviour, to rescue us from our sins and their just consequents, 
we have all faith; and nothing else can be the foundation but 
such articles which are the confession of those two truths, Christ 
Jesus our Lord, Christ Jesus our Saviour; that by faith we be 
brought unto obedience and love, and by this love we be brought 
to Christ, and by Christ unto God: this is the whole complexion 
of the Christian faith, the economy of our salvation. There are 
many other doctrines of Christianity of admirable use, and fitted 
to great purposes of knowledge and government; but the word 
of faith, as S. Paul calls it’, that which the apostles preached, 
viz. to all, and as of particular remark, and universal efficacy, 
and absolute sufficiency to salvation, is that which is described 
by himself in those few words now quoted: Other foundation than 
this no man can lay, that is, Jesus Christ. Every thing else is 
but a superstructure ; and though it may, if it be good, be of 
advantage ; yet if it be amiss, so the foundation be kept, it will 
only be matter of loss and detriment, but consistent with salva- 
tion. And therefore S. Paul judged that he would know nothing 
but Jesus Christ, and him crucified. And this is the sum total of 
all ; this is the gospel. So S. Paul most fully: I declare unto you 
the gospel which I preached unto you, which also ye have received, 
and wherein ye stand; by which also ye are saved, if ye keep in 
memory what I have preached unto you, unless ye have believed in 
vain. And what is this gospel, this word preached and received, 
that by which we stand, and that by which we are saved? It is no- 
thing but this: I delivered unto you first of all that which I re- 
cewed, how that Christ died for our sins according to the scriptures, 
and that he was buried, and that he rose again the third day, accord- 
ing to the scriptures. This was the traditum, the depositum; this 
was the evangelium ; Christ died: he died for our sins, and he rose 
again for us: and this being the great tradition by which they 
tried the spirits, yet was it laid up in scripturest. That Christ 
died, was according to the scriptures ; that he rose again, Was ac- 
cording to the scriptures ; and that S. Paul twice¥, and that so 
immediately, remarks this, is not without mystery; but it can 
imply to us nothing but this, that our whole faith is laid up in 
the scriptures; and this faith is perfected, as to the essentiality 
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of it, in the death and resurrection of Christ; as being the 
whole economy of our pardon and justification. And it is yet fur- 
ther remarkable, that when S. Paul (as he often does) renews 
and repeats this Christian creed*, he calls upon us not to be wise 
above what is written, and to be wise unto sobriety. Which he 
afterwards expounding saysY; He that prophesies, let him do tt ac- 
cording to the proportion of faith ; that is, if he will enlarge him- 
self, he may, and prophesy greatly ; but still to keep himself to 
the analogy of faith; not to go beyond that, not to be wiser 
than that measure of sobriety. And if we observe the three 
sermons of S. Peter, the sermon of S. Philip and S. Silas, the 
sermons of S. Paul often preached in the synagogues, they were 
all but this: that Jesus Christ is the Son of God; that he is the 
Lord of all; that he is the Christ of God; that God anointed him; 
that he was crucified and raised again from the dead ; and that 
repentance and remission of sins was to be preached in his name. 

But as the Spirit of God did purpose for ever with strictness 
to retain the simplicity of faith, so also he was pleased so far to 
descant upon the plain ground, as to make the mystery of godli- 
ness to be clearly understood by all men. And therefore, that 
we might see it necessary to believe in Jesus, it was necessary we 
should understand he was a person to be relied upon, that he 
was infinitely credible, powerful and wise, just and holy; and 
that we might perceive it necessary and profitable to obey him, 
is was fit we understood why ; that is, what good would follow 
him that is obedient, and what evil to the refractory. This was 
all: and this indeed was the necessary appendage of the simple 
and pure word of faith ; and this the apostles drew into a symbol 
and particular minute of articles. Now although the first was 
sufficient, yet they, knowing it was fit we should understand this 
simplicity, with the investiture of some circumstances, and yet 
knowing that it was not fit the simplicity of faith should be 
troubled with new matter, where pleased to draw the whole into 
a scheme, sufficient and intelligible, but nothing perplexed, no- 
thing impertinent : and this the church hath called the Apostles’ 
Creed ; which contains all that which is necessary to be inquired 
after and believed by an universal and prime necessity. 

True it is, other things may become necessary by accident and. 
collateral obligations ; and if we come to know what God, in the 
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abundance of his wisdom and goodness, hath spoken to mankind, 
we are bound to believe it: but the case is different. Many 
things may be necessary to be believed, that we may acknowledge 
God’s veracity: and so also many things are necessary to be 
done, in obedience to the empire and dictates of the conscience ; 
which oftentimes hath authority, when she hath no reason; and 
is a peremptory judge, when she is no wise counsellor. But 
though these things are true, yet nothing is a necessary article 
of faith, but that which ministers necessarily to the great designs 
of the gospel; that is, a life conformable to God, a godlike life, 
and an imitation of the holy Jesus. To believe, and to have faith 
in the evangelical sense, are things very different. Kivery man is 
bound to have faith in all the proper objects of it; but only some 
men are bound to believe truths which are not matters of faith. 
This obliges, upon supposition of a manifest discovery, which 
may or may not happen; but in the other case we are bound to 
inquire, and all of us must be instructed, and every man must 
assent; and without this we cannot be Christ’s disciples; we are 
rebels if we oppose the other, and no good man can or does. 
For if he be satisfied that it is the word and mind of God, he 
must and will believe it, he cannot choose; and if he will not 
confess it when he thinks God bids him, or if he opposes it when 
he thinks God speaks it, he is malicious and a villain; but if he 
does not believe God said it, then he must answer for more than 
he knows, or than he ought to believe, that is, the articles of 
faith: but we are not subjects or children, unless we consent to 
these. The other cannot come into the common accounts of 
mankind ; but as a man may become a law unto himself, by a 
confident, an unnecessary, and even a false persuasion, (because 
even an erring conscience can bind,) so much more can God be- 
come a law unto us, when we, by any accident, come into the 
knowledge of any revelation from God: but these are not the 
Christian faith (in the strict and proper sense); that is, these 
are not the foundation of our religion: many a man is a good 
Christian without them, and goes to heaven, though he know 
nothing of them; but without these no Christian can be saved. 
Now then, the apostles, the founders of Christianity, knowing 
the nature, design, efficacy, and purpose of the articles of faith, 
selected such propositions, which in conjunction did integrate our 
faith, and were therefore necessary to be believed unto salvation; 
not because these articles were for themselves commanded to be 
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believed, but because without the belief of them we could not 
obtain the purposes and designs of faith; that is, we could not 
be enabled to serve God, to destroy the whole body of sin, to be 
partakers of the Divine nature. This collect or symbol of pro- 
positions is that which we call the Apostles’ Creed, which I shall 
endeavour to prove to have been always in the primitive church 
esteemed a full and perfect digest of all the necessary and funda- 
mental articles of Christian religion; and that beyond this the 
Christian faith or the foundation was not to be extended ; but 
this, as it was in the whole complexion necessary, so it was suffi- 
cient for all men unto salvation. 

S. Paul gave us the first formal intimation of this measure in 
his advices to S. Timothy: Hold fast the form of sound words 
which thou hast heard of me, in faith and love which is in Christ 
Jesus. That good thing which was committed unto thee keep by the 
Holy Ghost which dwelleth in us. This was the depositum that 
S. Paul left with Timothy; the Aypotyposis or summary of Christ- 
ian belief, the Christian creed; which S. Paul opposes to the pro- 
fane new talkings, and the disputations of pretended learning? : 
meaning, that this symbol of faith is the thing on which all 
Christians are to rely, and this is the measure of their faith ; 
other things, it is odds but they are babblings, and profane 
quarrelling, and unedifying argumentations. S. Ignatius recites 
the substance of this creed in four of the Epistles usually attri- 
buted to him‘, some of which are witnessed by Eusebius and 
S. Hierom, and adds at the end of it this epiphonema: Hee qui 
plane cognorit et crediderit, beatus est. And S. Ireneeus, reciting 
the same creed, or form of words4, differing only in order of 
placing them, but justly the same articles and foundation of 
faith, affirms that this is ‘‘the faith which the catholic church 
to the very ends of the earth hath received from the apostles and 
their disciples.” And this is that tradition apostolical of which 
the churches of old did so much glory, and to which with so 
much confidence they appealed, and by which they provoked the 
heretics to trial: ‘‘¢ This preaching and this faith when the church 
scattered over the face of the world had received, she keeps dili- 
gently, as dwelling in one house; and believes, as having one 
soul and one heart; and preaches and teaches and delivers these 
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things, as possessing one mouth. For although there are divers 
speeches in the world, yet the force of the tradition 1s one and 
the same. Neither do the churches founded in Germany believe 
otherwise, aut aliter tradunt, or have any other tradition; nor 
the Iberian churches, or those among the Celtz, nor the churches 
in the East, in Egypt, or in Libya, nor those which are in the 
midst of the world.” But he adds, that this is not only for the 
ignorant, the idiots or catechumeni,; but “neither he who is most 
eloquent among the bishops can say any other things than these; 
for no man is above his master; neither hath he that is the 
lowest in speaking lessened the tradition; for the faith is one 
and the same; he that can speak much can speak no more, and 
he that speaks little says no less.” This creed also he recites 
again, affirming that even those nations who had not yet received 
the books of the apostles and evangelists, yet by this confession 
and this creed did please God, “and were most wise through 
faithf;” for this is that which he calls the “tradition of the 
truth ;” that is, of that truth which the apostles taught the 
church ; and by the actual retention of which truth it is that the 
church is rightly called the pillar and ground of truth by S. Paul; 
and in relation to this, S. Irenzeus reckoned it to be all one’; 
extra veritatem, id est, extra ecclesiam. Upon this collect of truths 
the church was founded, and upon this it was built up; and in 
this all the apostolical churches did hope for life eternal; and by 
this they opposed all schisms and heresies, as knowing what 
their and our great Master himself said in his last sermon, This 
is life eternal, to know thee the only true God, and whom thou hast 
sent, Jesus Christ). 

This also is most largely taught by Tertulliani, who, when he 
had recited the Apostolical Creed in the words and form the 
church then used it, calls it the “rule of faith:” he affirms this 
rule to have been instituted by Christ; he affirms that it admits 
of no questions; and hath none but those which the heresies 
brought in, and which indeed make heretics. “But this form 
remaining in its order, you may seek and handle, and pour out 
all the desires of curiosity, if any thing seems ambiguous or 
obscure; in case any brother be a doctor endued with the 
grace of knowledge; but be curious with yourself, and seek with 


f Lib. 3. cap. 4. Propter fidem per quam h John xvii. 3. 
sapientissimi sunt. i Tertull. de Preescript. adv. Heret. c. 
& Lib. 4 cap. 62. 13. eb 14. 


8. IV. What Things necessary to be believed. 245 


yourself: but at length it is better for you to be ignorant, lest 
you come to know what you ought not, for you already know 
what you ought. Faith consists in the rule. To know nothing 
beyond this is to know all things.” To the same purpose he 
affirms, that “this rule is unalterable, is immovable, and irre- 
formable;” it is the rule of faith, and it is one, unchangeably the 
same; which when he had said, he again recites the Apostles’ 
Creed; he calls it legem fidei; “this law of faith remaining, in 
other things of discipline and conversation, the grace of God 
may thrust us forward, and they may be corrected and renewed.” 
But the faith cannot be altered; there is neither more nor less 
in that. And it is of great remark what account Tertullian 
gives of the state of all the catholic churches, and particularly of 
the church of Rome in his time!. “That church is in a happy 
state into which the apostles with their blood poured forth all 
their doctrine: let us see what she said, what she taught, what 
she published in conjunction with the African churches; she 
knows one God, the creator of the world; and Jesus Christ of 
the Virgin Mary, the Son of God the Creator; and the resur- 
rection of the flesh; she mingles the Law and the Prophets with 
the evangelical and apostolical writings, and from thence she 
drinks that faith; she signs with water, she clothes with the 
Holy Spirit, she feeds with the eucharist, she exhorts to martyr- 
dom, and against this institution receives none.” This indeed 
was a happy state; and if in this she would abide, her happiness 
had been as unalterable as her faith. But from this how much 
she hath degenerated, will too much appear in the order of this 
discourse. 

In the confession of this creed, the church of God baptized all 
her catechumens ; to whom, in the profession of that faith, they 
consigned all the promises of the gospel. For the truth of God, 
the faith of Jesus Christ (the belief of a Christian), is the purest, 
simplest thing in the world™ Jn simplicitate fides est, in fide jus- 
titia est, in confessione pietas est: nec Deus nos ad beatam vitam 
per difficiles queestiones vocat, nec multiplici eloquentis facundia 
genere sollicitat ; in absolute nobis ac facili est eternitas. Jesum 
Christum eredimus suscitatum a mortuis per Deum, et ipsum esse 
Dominum confitemur. “This is the breviary of the Christian 
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ereed, and this is the way of salvation,” saith S. Hilary. But 
speaking more explicitly to the churches of France and Ger- 
many, he calls them happy and glorious™, gui perfectam atque 
apostolicam fidem conscientia et professione Det retinentes, conscrip- 
tas fides huc usque nescitis ; because they kept the apostolical 
belief; for that is perfect. 

Thus the church remaining in the purity and innocent sim- 
plicity of the faith, there was no way of confuting heretics but 
by the words of scripture, or by appealing to the tradition of 
this faith in the apostolical form; and there was no change 
made till the time of the Nicene council; but then, it is said 
that the first simplicity began to fall away, and some new thing 
to be introduced into the Christian creed. True it is, that then 
Christianity was in one complexion with the empire; and the 
division of hearts, by a different opinion, was likely to have in- 
fluence upon the public peace, if it were not composed by peace- 
able consent or prevailing authority; and therefore the Fathers 
there assembled, together with the emperor’s power, did give such 
a period to their question as theycould: but as yet it is not 
certain that they at their meeting recited any other creed than 
the apostolical; for that they did not, Laurentius Valla°, a canon 
in the Lateran church, affirms, that himself hath read in the 
ancient books of Isidore, who collected the canons of the ancient 
councils. Certain it is, the Fathers believed it to be no other 
than the apostolical faith; and the few words they added to the 
old form was nothing new, but a few more explicate words of 
the same sense intended by the apostles and their successors; 
as at that time the church did remember by the successive 
preachings and written records which they had and we have 
not, but especially by scripture. But the change was so little, 
or indeed so none as to the matter, that they affirmed of it, “This 
was the creed delivered by the holy apostles? ;” and in the old 
Latin Missal, published at Strasburgh, A. D. 1557, after the re- 
citation of the Nicene Creed, (as we usually call it,) it is added 
in the rubric, Finito symbolo apostolorum dicat sacerdos, Dominus 
vobiscum. So that it should seem the Nicene Fathers used no 
other creed than what themselves thought to be the apostolical. 
And this is the more credible, because we find that some other 
copies of the Apostles’ Creed, particularly that which was used 
in the church of Aquileia, hath divers words and amplifications 
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of some one article: as to the article of “God the Father Al- 
mighty, Maker of heaven and earth,” is added, invisible and im- 
passible ; which though the words were set down there because 
of the Sabellian heresy, yet they said nothing new, but what to 
every man of reason was included in the very nature of God; 
and so was the addition of Nice, concerning the divinity of the 
Son of God, included in the very natural filiation expressed in 
the Apostles’ Creed: and therefore this Nicene Creed was no more 
a new Creed than was that of Aquileia; which although it was 
not in every word like the Roman symbol, yet it was no other 
than the apostolical. And the same is the case even of those 
symbols where something was omitted that was sufficiently in 
the bowels of the other articles: thus in some creeds Christ’s 
death is omitted, but his crucifixion and burial are set down. 
The same variety also is observable in the article of Christ’s de- 
scent into hell; which as it is omitted in that form of the Apo- 
stolical Creed which I am now saying was used by the Nicene 
Fathers, so was it omitted in the six several recitations and ex- 
positions of it made by Chrysologus, and in the five expositions 
made of it by 8. Austin, in his book De Fide et Symbolo4, and in 
his four books De Symbolo ad Catechumenos, and divers others. 
So the article of the Communion of Saints, which is neither in 
the Nicene nor Constantinopolitan Creed, nor in the ancient apo- 
stolical creeds, expounded by Marcellus, Ruffinus, Chrysologus, 
Maximus Taurinensis, Venantius Fortunatus, Etherius and Bea- 
tus; yet because it is so plain in the article of the church, as 
the omission is no prejudice to the integrity of the Christian 
faith, so the inserting it is no addition of an article or innova- 
tion. So these copies now reckoned omit, in the beginning of 
the Creed, ‘“ Maker of heaven and earth:” but out of the Con- 
stantinopolitan Creed it 1s now inserted into all the copies of 
the Apostolical Symbol. Now as these omissions or additions 
respectively, that is, this variety is no prejudice to these being 
the Apostles’ Creed; so neither is the addition made at Nice 
any other but a setting down what was plainly included in the 
filiation of the Son of God, and therefore was no addition of an 
article, nor properly an explication, but a saying in more words 
what the apostles and the apostolical churches did mean in all 
the copies, and what was delivered before that convention at 
Nice. But there was ill use made of it; and wise men, if they 
4 Lib. 1. contra Elipand. Tolet. 
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had pleased, might easily have foreseen it. But whether it was 
so or no, (for I can no otherwise affirm it than as I have said,) 
yet to add any new thing to the Creed, or to appoint a new 
Creed, was at that time so strange a thing, so unknown to the 
church, that though what they did was done with pious intention 
and great advantage in the article itself, yet it did not produce 
that effect. which from such a concurrence of sentiments might 
have been expected. For first, even some of the Fathers then 
present refused to subscribe the additions; some did it, as they 
said, against their will; some were afraid to use the word éyoov- 
swos, or consubstantial ; and most men were still so unsatisfied, 
that presently after, council upon council was again called, at 
Sirmium, Ariminum, Seleucia, Sardis, to appease the new stirs 
rising upon the old account; and instead of making things quiet, 
they quenched the fire with oil; and the principal persons in the 
Nicene council changed their minds, and gave themselves over 
to the contrary temptation. Even Hosius himselft, who pre- 
sided at Nice, and confirmed the former decrees at Sardis, yet 
he left that faith, and by that desertion affrighted and shook 
the fabric of the Christian church, in the article added or ex- 
plained at Nice. In the same sad condition was Marcellus of 
Ancyras, a great friend of S. Athanasius, and an earnest opposer 
of Arius; so were the two Photinuses, Eustathius, Elpidius, 
Heracides, Hygin, Sigerius, the president Cyriacus, and the 
emperor Constantine himself; who, by banishing Athanasius 
into France, by becoming Arian, and being baptized by an 
Arian bishop, secured the empire to his sons, as themselves 
did say, as it is reported by Lucifer Calaritanust: and that he 
was vehemently suspected by the catholics is affirmed by Euse- 
bius, Hierom, Ambrose, Theodoret, Sozomen, and Socrates. But 
Liberius, bishop of Rome, was more than suspected to have be- 
come an Arian, as Athanasius himself, S. Hierom, Damasus, 
and 8. Hilary report". So did pope Felix the second, and Leo 
his successor. It should seem by all this that the definitions of 
general councils were not accounted the last determination of 
truths, or rather, that what propositions general councils say 
are true are not therefore part of the body of faith, though they 
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be true; or else that all these persons did go against an esta- 
blished rule of faith and conscience; which if they had done, they 
might easily have been oppressed by their adversaries urging 
the plain authority of the council against them. But “neither 
am I to urge against thee the Nicene council, nor thou the coun- 
cil of Ariminum against me,” was the saying of S. Austin, even 
long after the council of Nice had by concession obtained more 
authority than it had at first. Now the reason of these things 
can be no other than this; not that the Nicene council was not 
the best that ever was since the day that a council was held at 
Jerusalem by all the apostles; but that the council’s adding 
something to the creed of the church, which had been the addevria 
of the Christian faith for three hundred years together, was so 
strange a thing, that they would not easily bear that yoke. And 
that this was the matter, appears by what the Fathers of the 
church after the council did complain*: “ After the Nicene 
synod we write nothing but faiths,” viz. new creeds; “ while 
there is contention about words, while there is question about 
novelties, while there is complaint of ambiguities, and of authors, 
while there is contention of parties, and difficulty in consenting, 
and while one is become an anathema to another, scarce any 
man now is of Christ.” And again: ‘“‘ We decree yearly and 
monthly faiths of God; we repent when we have decreed them ; 
we defend them that repent, we anathematize them that are de- 
fended; we either condemn foreign things in our own, or condemn 
our own in foreign things; and biting one another, we are de- 
voured of one another.” This was the product of leaving the 
simplicity and perfection of the first rule; by which the church 
for so many ages of martyrdom was preserved and defended, and 
consummated their religious lives and their holy baptism of blood, 
and which they opposed as a sufficient shield against all heresies 
arising in the church. 

And yet the Nicene Fathers did add no new article of new 
matter, but explicated the filiation of Jesus Christ, saying in what 
sense he was the Son of Gody; which was, in proper speaking, 
an interpretation of a word in the Apostles’ Creed : and yet this 


occasioned such stirs, and gave 
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happy, who neither made nor knew nor received any re) ym 
besides that most simple creed used in all churches ever since 


the apostles’ days. 
However, it pleased the Divine Providence so to conduct the 


spirits of the catholic prelates, that by their wise and holy adher- 
ing to the creed as explicated at Nice, they procured great autho- 
rity to the Nicene faith, which was not only the truth, but a truth 
delivered and confirmed by the most famous and excellent pre- 
lates that ever the Christian church could glory in since the death 
of the apostles. But yet, that the inconvenience might be cut 
off which came in upon the oceasion of the Nicene addition, (for 
it produced thirty explicative creeds more in a short time, as 
Marcus Ephesius openly affirmed in the council of Florence,) in 
the council of Ephesus, which was the third general, it was for- 
bidden that ever there should be any addition to the Nicene 
faith? : “ That it should not be lawful from thenceforward for 
any one to produce, to write, or to compose any other faith” (or 
creed) “besides that which was defined by the holy Fathers 
meeting at Nice in the Holy Spirit.” Here the supreme power 
of the church, a general council, hath declared that it never 
should be lawful to add any thing to the former confession of 
faith, explicated at Nice; and this canon was renewed in the 
next general council, that of Chalcedon: “ That the faith for- 
merly determined should at no hand, in no manner be shaken or 
moved any more> ;” meaning by addition or diminution. There 
are some so impertinently weak as to expound these canons to 
mean only the adding any thing contrary to the Nicene faith; 
which is an answer against reason and experience; for it is not 
imaginable that any man, admitting the Nicene Creed, can by an 
addition intend expressly to contradict it: and if he does not 
admit and believe it, he would lay that confession aside, and not 
meddle with it; but if he should design the inserting of a clause 
that should secretly undermine it, he must suppose all men that 
see it to be very fools not to understand it, or infinitely careless 
of what they believe and profess: but if it should happen s0, 
then this were.a very good reason of the prohibition of any thing 
whatsoever to be added, lest secretly and undiscernibly the first 
truth be confuted by the new article: and therefore it was a wise 
caution to forbid all additions, lest some may prove to be con- 
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trary. And then, secondly, it is against the experience of things; 
for first the canon was made upon the occasion of a creed brought 
into the council by Charisius ; but all creeds thereupon were re- 
jected, and the Nicene adhered to, and commanded to be so for 
ever. For as Balsamon observes‘, there were three things done 
in this canon: 1. There was an edict made in behalf of the things 
decreed at Ephesus. 2.In like manner the holy creed being 
made in the first synod, this creed was read aloud, and caution 
was given that no man should make any other creed upon pain 
of deposition, if he were an ecclesiastic, of excommunication, if 
he were a laic. 3. The third thing he also thus expresses: ‘‘ The 
same thing also is to be done to them who receive and teach the 
decrees of Nestorius.” So that the creed that Charisius brought 
in was rejected, because it was contrary to the Nicene faith; but 
all symbols were for ever after forbidden to be made, not only 
lest any thing contrary be admitted, but because they would 
admit of no other; and this very reason S. Athanasius¢ assigned 
why the Fathers of the council of Sardis denied the importunity 
of some who would have something added to the Nicene confes- 
sion ; they would not do it, lest the other should seem defective. 
And next to this, it was carefully observed by the following 
councils, 4, 5, 6, and '7, and by itself in a great affair: for, 1, 
though this council determined the blessed Virgin Mary to be 
Oeordxos, the “ Mother of God,” against Nestorius; yet, 2, the 
Fathers would not put the article into the creed of the church, 
but esteemed it sufficient to determine the point and condemn 
Nestorius: and, 3, the Greek church hath ever since most religi- 
ously observed this Ephesine canon: and, 4, upon this account 
have vehemently spoken against the Latins for adding a clause 
at Gentilly in France. 5.8. Athanasius¢, speaking of the Nicene 
Faith or Creed, says, “It is sufficient for the destruction of all 
impiety, and for the confirmation of all the holy faith in Christ :” 
and therefore there could be no necessity of adding any thing to 
so full, so perfect an instrument ; and consequently no reason- 
able cause pretended why it should be attempted: especially since 
there had been so many, so intolerable inconveniences already 
introduced, by adding to the symbols their unnecessary exposi- 
tions. 6.The purpose of the Fathers is fully declared by the 
Epistle of S. Cyrilf, in which he recites the decree of the council, 
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and adds, as a full explication of the council’s meanmg; “We 
permit neither ourselves nor others to change one word or sylla- 
ble of what is there.” The case is here as it was 1n scripture, ‘0 
which no addition is to be made; nothing to be diminished 
from it. But yet every doctor is permitted to expound, to enlarge 
the expressions, to deliver the sense, and to declare (as well as 
they can) the meaning of it. And much more might the doctors 
of the church do to the creed: to which, although something was 
added at Nice and Constantinople; yet from thenceforward they 
might in private or in public declare what they thought was the 
meaning, and what were the consequents, and what was virtually 
contained in the Articles; but nothing of this by any authority 
whatsoever was to be put into the creed. For in articles of be- 
lief, simplicity is part of its excellency and sacredness ; and those 
mysteriousnesses and life-giving articles, which are fit to be put 
into creeds, are, as Philistion said of hellebore, medicinal when 
it is in great pieces, but dangerous or deadly when it is in powder. 
And J remember what a heathen said of the emperor Constan- 
tius, who troubled himself too much in curiosities and nice argu- 
ings about things unintelligible and unnecessary: Christianam 
religionem absolutam et simplicem anili superstitione confudit. In 
qua scrutanda perplexius quam in componenda gravius excitavit 
dissidia, que progressa fusius alwit concertatione verborum, dum 
ritum omnem ad suum trahere conatur arbitrium. Christian reli- 
gion is absolute and simple; and they that conduct it should 
compose all the parts of it with gravity, not perplex it with curi- 
ous scrutinies, nor draw away any word or article to the sense of 
his own interest. For if it once pass the bounds set by the first 
masters of the assemblies, and lose that simplicity with which it 
was invested, there is no term or limit which can be any more 
set down: Exempla non consistunt, sed, quamvis in tenuem recepta 
tramitem, latissime evagandi sibi Jaciunt potestatem, The di- 
vesting the church from the simplicity of her faith is like remov- 
ing the ancient landmark; you cannot tell by the mark what 
country you are in, whether in your own or in the enemy’s. And 
in the world nothing is more unnecessary. For if that faith be 
sufficient ; if in that faith the church went to heaven ; if in that 
she preserved unity and begat children to Christ, and nursed 
them up to be perfect men in Christ, and kept herself pure from 
heresy, and unbroken by schism; whatsoever is added to it is 
either contained in the article virtually, or it is not. If not, 
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then it is no part of the faith, and by the laws of faith there is 
no obligation passed upon any man to believe it. But if it be, 
then he that believes the article does virtually believe all that is 
virtually contained in it: but no man is to be pressed with the 
consequents drawn from thence; unless the transcript be drawn 
by the same hand that wrote the original; for we are sure it 
came in the simplicity of it from an infallible Spirit ; but he that 
bids me believe his deductions under pain of damnation, bids me 
under pain of damnation believe that he is an unerring logician; 
for which, because God hath given me no command, and himself 
can give me no security, if I can defend myself from that man’s 
pride, God will defend me from damnation. 

But let us see a little further with what constancy that and 
the following ages of the church did adhere to the Apostles’ 
Creed, as the sufficient and perfect rule of faith. There was an 
imperial edict of Gratian, Valentinian, and Theodosius, Cunctos 
populos quos clementie nostre regit imperium, in ea volumus religi- 
one versari, quam divinum Petrum apestolum tradidisse Romanis, 
religio usque nune ab ipso insinuata declarat ; quamgque pontificem 
Damasum sequi claret, et Petrum Alexandrie episcopum, virum 
apostolice sanctitatis: hoc est, ut, secundum apostolicam disciplinam, 
evangelicamque doctrinam, Patris, e Filii, et Spiritus sancte unam 
Deitatem, sub pari majestate, et sub pia Trinitate, credamus. Hane 
legem sequentes Christianorum catholicoruin nomen jubemus amplecti: 
reliquos vero dementes vesanosque judicantes, heretica dogmatis in- 
famiam sustinere, divina primum vindicta, post etiam motu anime 
nostri, quem ex coclesti arbitrio sumpserimus, ultione plectendos. 
Part of this being cited in the Dissuasive, to prove that in the 
early ages of the church the Christian faith was much more sim- 
ple than it is now in the Roman church, and that upon easier 
terms men might then be catholic; it was replied, by some one 
of the opponents, “that by this law was not meant, that all who 
believed the Trinity were catholics absolutely, but only as to 
those points:” and the reason given is this; ‘“‘ Because after this 
law the Novatians, Donatists, Nestorians, Eutychians, &c. were 
proceeded against as heretics and schismatics, notwithstanding 
their belief of the Trinity and Unity of the Godhead :”’ but this 
thing was spoken without all care whether it were to the purpose 
or no. For when this law was made, that was the rule of catho- 
licism, (as appears by the words of the law,) and if afterward it 

h The Letter to a Friend, p. 7. 
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became altered, and the bishops became too opinionative, or 


thought themselves forced into further declarations ; must there- 
fore the precedent law be judged ex post facto by what they did 
afterwards? It might as well have been said, the church was 
never content with the Apostles’ Creed, because afterwards the 
Lutherans and Calvinists and Zuinglians, &¢. were proceeded 
against as heretics and schismatics, notwithstanding their belief 
of all that is in the Apostles’ Creed. Ex post facto nunquam 
crescit preteriti estimatio, says the law. But for the true under- 
standing of this imperial law, we must know that the confession 
of the holy Trinity and Unity was not set down there as a single 
article, but as a summary of the Apostles’ Creed ; the three parts 
of which have for their heads, the three Persons of the holy and 
undivided Trinity. And this appears by the relation the law 
makes to the faith S. Peter taught the church of Rome ; and to 
the Creed of Damasus, which may be seen in S. Hierom, who 
rejects the creed of that worthy prelate in the second tome of 
his works, in which the Apostolical Creed is explicated; that 
what relates to the Trinity and Unity spoken of in the imperial 
law, or rule of catholics and Christians, is set down in its full 
purpose and design: and this thing may better be understood 
by an instance in the Catechism of the church of England; for 
when the catechumen hath at large recited the Apostles’ Creed, 
he is taught to sum it up in this manner : “ First, I learn to be- 
lieve in God the Father, who hath made me and all the world ; 
secondly, in God the Son, who hath redeemed me and all man- 
kind; thirdly, in God the Holy Ghost, who sanctifieth me and 
all the elect people of God.” This is the summary of the Creed: 
and these things are not to be considered as articles distinct and 
complete, and integrating the Christian faith, but as a breviary 
of that faith, to which in the same place it is made to relate ; 
just as the imperial law does relate to the faith of S. Peter, and 
the Creed of Damasus, and Peter of Alexandria ; concerning 
which he that says much says no more, and he that says little 
says no less; for the faith is the same, as I have already cited 
the words of S. Irenzeus. Since then the emperors made the 
summary of the Apostles’ Creed to be the rule of discerning 
catholics from heretics, it follows, that the Roman church catho- 
lic signifies something else than it did in the primitive church. 
S. Ambrose says, “ Faith is conceived by the Apostles’ Creed ;” 
all faith lies in that, as the child in the mother’s womb : and he 
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compares it to a “key,” because “by it the darknesses of the 
Devil are unlocked, that the light of Christ might come upon us, 
and the hidden sins of conscience are opened, that the manifest 
works of righteousness may shine. This key is to be shewn to 
our brethren, that by this, as scholars of S. Peter, they may shut 
the gates of hell, and open the doors of heaven.” He also calls 
it “the seal of our heart,” and “the sacrament of our warfare.” 
S. Hierom speaking of it saysi, “The symbol of our faith and 
hope, which was delivered by the apostles, is not written in paper 
and ink, but in the fleshy tables of our hearts. After the confession 
of the Trinity, and unity of the church, the whole, or every sa- 
crament of the Christian religion, is concluded with the resur- 
rection of the flesh”. Which words are intimated, and in part 
transcribed, by Isidore of Sevil. Ruffinus says, the apostles, 
being to separate and go to their several charges, appointed 
normam future predicationis, regulam dandam credentibus, una- 
nimitatis et fidei sue indicium ; “the rule of what they were to 
preach to all the world, the measure for believers, the index of 
faith and unity ;” “not any speech, not so much as one, even of 
them that went before them in the faith, was admitted or heard 
by the church.” “By this creed the foldings of infidelity are 
loosed ; by this, the gate of life is set open; by this, the glory of 
confession is shewn. It is short in words, but great in sacra- 
ments. It confirms all men with the perfection of believing, with 
the desire of confessing, with the confidence of the resurrection. 
Whatsoever was prefigured in the patriarchs, whatsoever is de- 
clared in the scriptures, whatsoever was foretold in the prophets, 
of God who was not begotten, of the Son of God who is the only 
begotten of God, or the Holy Spirit, &c.*, totum hoc breviter juxta 
oraculum propheticum symbolum in se continet confitendo.” So 
S. Austin; who also calls it “the fulness of them that believe. Itis 
the rule of faith, the short, the certain rule, which the apostles 
comprehended in twelve sentences, that the believers might hold 
the catholic unity, and convince the heretical pravity ; the com- 
prehension and perfection of our faith.” “!The short and perfect 
confession of the catholic symbol is consigned with so many sen- 
tences of the twelve apostles, is so furnished with celestial ammu- 
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nition, that all the opinions of heretics may be cut off with that 
sword alone,” said pope Leo. I could add many more testimonies 
declaring the simplicity of the Christian faith, and the fulness 
and sufficiency of the Apostolical Creed. But I sum them up in 
the words of Rabanus Maurus™: “In the Apostles’ Creed there 
are but few words, but it contains all religion, (omnia in €0 conti- 
nentur sacramenta ;) for they were summarily gathered together 
from the whole scriptures by the apostles; that because many 
believers cannot read, or if they can, yet by their secular affairs 
are hindered, that they do not read the scriptures, retaining these 
in their hearts they may have enough of saving knowledge.” 
Now then, since the whole catholic church of God in the primi- 
tive ages, having not only declared that all things necessary to 
salvation are sufficiently contained in the plain places of scripture, 
but that all which the apostles knew necessary they gathered to- 
gether in a symbol or form of confession, and esteemed the belief 
of this sufficient unto salvation; and that they required no more 
in credendis, as of necessity to eternal life, but the simple belief 
of these articles: these things ought to remain in their own 
form and order. For, what is and what is not necessary, is 
either such by the nature of the articles themselves, or by the 
economy of God’s commandment; and what God did command, 
and what necessary effect every article had, the apostles only 
could tell, and others from them. They that pretend to a 
power of doing so as the apostles did have shewn their want 
of skill; and by that confess their want of power of doing that 
which to do is beyond their skill. For, which sins are venial 
and which are mortal, all the doctors of the church of Rome 
cannot tell; and how then can they tell this of errors, when 
they cannot tell it of actions? But if any man will search into 
the harder things, or any more secret sacrament of religion, by 
that means to raise up his mind to the contemplation of heavenly 
things, and to a contempt of things below, he may do it if he 
please, so that he do not impose the belief of his own speculations 
upon others, or compel them to confess what they know not, and 
what they cannot find in scriptures, or did not receive from the 
apostles. We find by experience, that a long act of parliament, 
or an indenture and covenant that is of great length, ends none, 
but causes many contentions; and when many things are defined, 
and definitions spun out into declarations, men believe less, and 
m Lib. 2. De Institut. Clericorum, cap. 56. 
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know nothing more. And what is man, that he who knows so little 
of his own body, of the things done privately in his own house, 
of the nature of the meat he eats; nay, that knows so little of 
his own heart, and is so great a stranger to the secret courses 
of nature ;—I say, what is man, that in the things of God he 
should be ashamed to say, This is a secret; this God only knows; 
this he hath not revealed; this I admire, but I understand not; 
I believe, but I understand it to be a mystery»? And cannot a 
man enjoy the gift which God gives, and do what he commands, 
but he must dispute the philosophy of the gift, or the meta- 
physics of a command? Cannot a man eat oysters unless he 
wrangle about the number of the senses which that poor animal 
hath? and will not condited mushrooms be swallowed down, un- 
less you first tell whether they differ specifically from a sponge®? 
Is it not enough for me to believe the words of Christ, saying, 
This is my body ? and cannot I take it thankfully, and believe it 
heartily, and confess it joyfully ; but I must pry into the seeret, 
and examine it by the rules of Aristotle and Porphyry, and find 
out the nature and the undiscernible philosophy of the manner 
of its change, and torment my own brains, and distract my heart, 
and torment my brethren, and lose my charity, and hazard the 
loss of all the benefits intended to me by the holy body; because 
I break those few words into more questions than the holy bread 
is into particles to be eaten? Is it not enough that I believe, that 
whether we live or die, we are the Lord’s, in case we serve him 
faithfully ; but we must descend into hell, and inquire after the 
secrets of the dead, and dream of the circumstances of the state 
of separation, and damn our brethren if they will not allow us 
and themselves to be half damned in purgatory? Is it not enough 
‘that we are Christians? that is, that we put all our hope in God, 
‘who freely gaveth us all things by his Son Jesus Christ; that we 
are redeemed by his death, that he rose again for our justification ; 
that we are made members of his body in baptism; that he gives 
us of his Spirit; that being dead to the lusts of this world, we 
‘should live according to his doctrine and example; that is, that 
we do no evil, that we do what good we can; that we love God 
and love our brother; that we suffer patiently, and do good 
things in expectation of better, even of a happy resurrection to 
eternal life, which he hath promised to us by his Son, and which 
we shall receive, if we walk in the Spirit and live in the Spirit ‘ 
n ©. Athanas. Ep. ad Serapion. o 8, Basil. de Spir. 8. c. 18. 
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What is wanting to him that does all this, but that he do so still? 
Is not this faith unto righteousness, and the confession of this 
faith unto salvation? We all believe we shall arise from our graves 
at the last day; one sort of Christians thinks with one sort of 
body, and another thinks with another ; but these conjectures 
ought not to be accounted necessary ; and we are not concerned 
to dispute which it is; for we shall never know by all our dis- 
puting, but we may lose the good of it, if we make it an argument 
of uncharitableness. But besides this, 

Did not the apostles desire to know nothing but Christ Jesus, 
and him crucified and risen again? and did not they preach this 
faith to all the world, and did they preach any other, but severely 
reprove all curious and subtle questions, and all pretences of 
science or knowledge falsely so called, when men languished 
about questions and strife of words? Are we not taught by the 
apostles, that we ought not to receive our weak brother unto 
doubtful disputations, and that the servant of God ought not to 
strive? Did not they say that all that keep the foundation shall 
be saved, some with and some without loss? and that erring 
brethren are to be tolerated, and that if they be servants of 
God, and yet in a matter of doctrine or opinion otherwise minded, 
God shall reveal even this also unto them? And if these things be 
thus, why shall one Christian church condemn another, which is 
built upon the same foundation with herself? And how can it 
be imagined that the servants of God cannot be saved now as 
in the days of the apostles? Are we wiser than they, are our 
doctors more learned or more faithful? Is there another cove- 
nant made with the church since their days, or is God less mer- 
ciful to us than he was to them? or hath he made the way to 
heaven narrower in the end of the world than at the beginning 
of the Christian church? Do men live better lives: now than at 
the first, so that a holy life is so enlarged, that the foundation 
of faith laid at first is not broad enough to support the new 
buildings? We find it much otherwise; and men need not en- 
large the articles and conditions of faith in these degenerate 
ages, wherein when Christ comes he shall hardly upon earth find 
any faith at all; and if there were need, yet no man is able to 
do it, because Christ only is our Lord and Master, and no man 
is master of our faith. 

But to come closer to the thing. It is certain there is nothing 
simply necessary to salvation now that was not so always; and 
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this must be confessed by all that admit of the so much com- 
mended rule of Vincentius Lirinensis—“ That which was always 
and every where believed by all, that is the rule of faith ;” and 
therefore, there can be no new measure, no new article, no new 
determination, no declaration obliging us to believe any proposi- 
tion that was not always believed. And therefore, as that which 
was first is true, that which was at first, and nothing else, is 
necessary. Nay, suppose many truths to be found out by in- 
dustry, and by Divine assistances, yet no more can be necessary, 
because nothing of this could ever be wanting to the church. 
Therefore the new-discovered truth cannot of itself be necessary. 
Neither can the discovery make it necessary to be believed, un- 
less I find it to be discovered and revealed by him, whose very 
discovery, though accidental, yet can make it necessary; that is, 
unless I be convinced that God hath spoken it; indeed if that 
happen, there is no further inquiry. But because there are no 
new revelations since the apostles died, whatever comes in after 
them is only by man’s ratiocination; and therefore can never 
go beyond a probability in itself, and never ought to pretend 
higher, lest God’s incommunicable right be invaded, which is 
to be the Lord of human understandings. The consequent of 
all this is, there can be nothing of necessity to be believed, which 
the church of God, taught by the apostles, did not believe 
necessary. 


SECTION V 


That the church of Rome pretends to a power of introducing into the 
confessions of the church new articles of faith, and endeavours to 
alter and suppress the old catholic doctrine. 


Now then, having established the Christian rule and measure, 
I shall in the next place shew how the church of Rome hath 
usurped an empire over consciences, offering to enlarge the 
faith, to add new propositions to the belief of Christians, and 
imposes them under pain of damnation. And this I prove, 
1. Because they pretend to a power to do it. 2. They have 
reason and necessity to do so in respect of their interest, and 
they actually do so both in faith and manners. 3. They use in- 
direct and unworthy arts, that they may do it without reproach 
and discovery. 4. Having done this, they, by enlarging faith, 
destroy charity. 
1, They pretend to a power to do it. The authorities which 
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were brought in the first part of the Dissuasivep did sufficiently 
prove this; but because they were snarled at, I shall justify and 
enlarge them, and confirm their sense by others. First, the pope 
hath authority (as his doctors teach the world) to declare an ar- 
ticle of faith, and this is as much as the apostles themselves could 
do; that is, as the apostles, by gathering the necessary articles 
of faith, made up a symbol of what things are necessary, and by 
their imposing this collection on all churches, their baptizing 
into that faith, their making it a rule of faith to all Christians, 
did declare, not only the truth, but the necessity of those articles 
to be learned and to be believed; so the pope also pretends he 
can declare. For declaring a thing to be true, and declaring it 
to be an article of faith, are things of vast difference. He that 
declares it only to be true imposes no necessity of believing it ; 
but if he can make it appear to be true, he to whom it so ap- 
pears cannot but believe it. But if he declares it to be an ar- 
ticle of faith, he says that God hath made it necessary to be 
known and to be believed; and if any hath power to declare 
this, to declare, I say, not as a doctor, but as an apostle, as 
Jesus Christ himself, he is master and lord of the conscience. 
Now that the pope pretends to this, we are fiercely taught by 
his doctors and by his laws. Thus the gloss4 upon the Extra- 
vagant de Verborum Siguificatione, cap. Cum inter. verb. declaramus, 
says, ‘“‘ He, being prince of the church and Christ’s vicar, can in 
that capacity make a declaration upon an article of the catholic 
faith.’ He can declare it authoritative, not only as a doctor, 
but as a prince; by empire and command, as princeps ecclesia. 
The Sorbon can declare as well as he upon the catholic faith, if 
it be only matter of skill and learning ; but to declare so as to 
bind every man to believe it, to declare so as the article shall be 
a peint of faith, when before this declaration it was not so guoad 
nos, this is that which is pretended by declaring: and so this 
very gloss expounds it, adding to the former words, “ The pope 
can make an article of faith, if an article of faith be taken not 
properly but largely, that is, for a doctrine which now we must 
believe, whereas before such declaration we were not tied to it.’ 
These are the words of the gloss. The sense of which is this: 
There are‘some articles of faith which are such before the decla- 
ration of the church, and some which are by the chureh’s decla- 
ration made so; some were declared by the seriptures or by the 
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apostles, and some by the councils, or popes of Rome: after 
which declaration they are both alike, equally necessary to be 
believed. And this is that which we charge upon them, as a 
dangerous and intolerable point. For it says plainly, that 
whereas Christ made some articles of faith, the pope can make 
others; for if they were not articles of faith before the decla- 
ration of the pope, then he makes them to be such; and that 
is truly (according to their own words) facere articulum fidet ; 
this is making an article of faith. Neither will it suffice to say. 
that this proposition so declared was, before such a declaration, 
really and indeed an article of faith in itself, but not in respect 
of us; for this is all one in several words. For an article of 
faith is a relative term; it is a proposition which we are com- 
manded to believe and to confess: and to say, ‘‘ This is an ar- 
ticle of faith,” and yet that no man is bound to believe it, is a 
contradiction. Now then, let it be considered: no man is bound 
to believe any article till it be declared, as no man is bound to 
obey a law till it be promulgated ; faith comes by hearing ; till 
there be hearing there can be no faith, and therefore no article 
of faith. The truth is eternal, but faith is but temporary, and 
depends upon the declaration. Now then, suppose any article ; 
I demand, did Christ and his apostles declare it to the church ? 
If not, how does the pope know it, who pretends to no new reve- 
lations? If the apostles did not declare it, how were they faithful 
in the house of God? and how did S. Paul say truly", Z have not 
failed or ceased, dvayyeidat, to declare, to annunciate to you all 
the whole counsel of God. But if they did say true, and were 
faithful, and did declare it all, then was it an article of faith be- 
fore the pope’s declaration ; and then it was a sin of ignorance 
not to believe it, and of malice or pusillanimity not to confess it, 
and a worse sin to have contradicted it. And who can suppose 
that the apostolical churches and their descendants should be 
ignorant in any thing that was then a matter of faith? If it was 
not then, it cannot now be declared that it was so then; for to 
declare a thing properly is to publish what it was before; if it 
was then, there needs no declaration of it now, unless by declaring 
we mean preaching it, and then every parish priest is bound to 
do it, and can do it as well as the pope. If therefore they mean 
more, as it is certain they do, then declaring an article of faith 
is but the civiler word for making it. Christ’s preaching and the- 
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apostles’ imposing it made it an article of faith in itself and to 
us; other declaration, excepting only teaching, preaching, ex- 
pounding and exhorting, we know none, and we need none: for 
they only could do it, and it is certain they did it fully. 

But I need not argue and take pains to prove, that by de- 
claring, they mean more than mere preaching ; themselves own 
the utmost intention of the charge. ‘The pope can statwere arti- 
culos fidet ; that is more than declare merely ; it must be to ap- 
point, to decree, to determine, that such a thing is of necessity 
to be believed unte salvation: and because Luther said’ the pope 
could not do this, he was condemned by a bull of pope Leo. 
But we may yet further’ know the meaning of this; for their 
doctors are plain in affirming that the pope is the foundation, 
rule, and principle of faith. So Turrecrematat: “ For to him it 
belongs to be the measure, and rule, and science of things that 
are to be believed, and of all things which are necessary to the 
direction of the faithful unto life eternal.” And again": “ It is 
easy to understand that it belongs to the authority of the pope 
of Rome, as to the general and principal master and doctor of 
the whole world, to determine those things which are of faith ; 
and by consequence to publish a symbol of faith; to interpret 
the senses of holy scriptures, to approve and reprove the sayings 
of every doctor belonging to faith. Hence comes it to pass that 
the doctors say, that the apostolical see is called the mistress 
and mother of faith.” And what can this mean, but to do that 
which the apostles could not do; that is, to be lords over the 
faith of Christendom’. For to declare only an article of faith 
is not all they challenge; they can do more: as he is pope, he 
can not only declare an article of faith, but introduce a new one. 
And this is that which I suppose Augustinus Triumphus to 
mean* when he says, Symbolum novum condere ad papam solum 
spectat: and if that be not plain enough, he addsy, “ As he can 
make a new creed, or symbol of faith, so he can multiply new 
articles one upon another.” For the conclusion of this particular 
I shall give a very considerable instance, which relies not upon 
the credit and testimony of their doctors, but is matter of fact, 
and notorious to all the world: for it will be to no purpose for 


8 Art. 27. Certum est in manu ecclesie quorundam gloss. 


aut pape prorsus non esse statuere arti- ® Quest. 59. art. 1. 

culos fidei, &c. y Art. 2. 
t Turrecrem. lib. 2. cap. 107. z Vide Salmeron. Prolog. in Comment. 
u Idem ibid. in Epist. ad Roman. part. 3. p. 176. sect. 


v Extravag. de Verb, Signifi. cap. Quia_ Tertio dicitur. 


s.v. Power falsely pretended to by the Church of Rome. 263 


them to deny it, and say, that the pope can only declare an 
article, but not make a new one; for it is plain, that they so 
declare an old one that they bring a new one in; they pretend 
the old creed to be with child of a cushion, and they introduce 
a supposititious child of their own. The instance I mean is 
that article of the Apostles’ Creed, “I believe the holy catholic 
church.” The question is made, What is meant by it? They 
that have a mind to it understand it easily enough: it was a 
declaration of the coming of the Messias into the world; the 
great proof that Jesus of Nazareth was the Shiloh, or he that 
was to come. For whereas the Jews were the enclosure, and 
peculiar people of God, at the coming of the Messias it should 
be so no more; but the Gentiles being called, and the sound of 
the gospel going into all the world, it was no more the church 
of the Jews, but ecclesia totius mundi, “the church of the uni- 
verse,” the universal or catholic church, of Jews and Gentiles, of 
all people and all languages. Now this great and glorious mys- 
tery we confess in this article; that is, we confess that God hath 
given to his Son the heathen for an inheritance, and the utmost 
parts of the world for a possession; that G'od is no respecter of 
persons, but in every nation he that feareth him, and worketh right- 
ecousness, is accepted with him?. ‘This is the plain sense of the 
article, and renders the article also highly considerable, and re- 
presents it as fundamental; and it is agreeable with the very 
economy of the gospel; and determines one of the greatest 
questions that ever were in the world, the dispute between the 
Jews and Gentiles; and is not only easy and intelligible, but 
greatly for edification. 

Now then, let us see how the church of Rome, by her head 
and members, expounds or declares this article, “I believe the 
holy catholic church ;” so it is in the Apostles’ Creed: ‘TI be- 
lieve one holy, catholic, and apostolic church ;” so the Nicene 
Creed. Here is no difference, and no commentary, but the same 
thing with the addition of one word to the same sense; only it 
includes also the first founders of this eatholic church; as if it 
had been said, I believe that the church of Christ is disseminated 
over the world, and not limited to the Jewish pale; and that 
this church was founded by the apostles upon the rock Christ 
Jesus. But the church of Rome hath handled this article after 
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another manner; she hath explained it so clearly, that no wise 
man can believe it; she hath declared the article so as to make 
it a new one, and made an addition to it that destroys the prin- 
cipal: Sanctam catholicam et apostolicam Romanam ecclesiam, om- 
nium ecclesiarum matrem et magistram agnosco ; “ I acknowledge 
the holy catholic and apostolic Roman church, the mother and 
mistress of all churches.” And at the end of this declaration of 
the Oreed, it is added as at the end of the Athanasian, “This is 
the true catholic faith, without which no man can be saved.” 
And this is the Creed of pope Pius the Fourth, enjoined to be 
sworn by all ecclesiastics, secular or religious. Now let it be 
considered, whether this declaration be not a new article, and 
not only so, but a destruction to the old. 1. The Apostolical 
Creed professes to believe the catholic or universal church: the 
pope limits it, and calls it the catholic Roman church; that, by 
all he means some, and the universal means but particular. But 
besides this, 2. It is certain, this must be a piece of a new creed ; 
since it is plain the apostles did no more intend the Roman 
church should be comprehended under the catholic church, than 
as every other church which was then, or should be after. And 
why Romen should be put in, and not the Ephesine, the Ceesarean, - 
or the Hierosolymitan, it is not to be imagined. 3. This must 
needs be a new article, because the full sense and mystery of the 
old article was perfect and complete before the Roman church 
was in being. “TI believe the holy catholic church,” was an ar- 
ticle of faith before there was any Roman church at all. 4. The 
interposing the Homan into the Creed, as equal and of the extent 
with the cathohe, is not only a false, but a malicious addition. For 
they having perpetually in their mouths, that “out of the catholic 
church there is no salvation ;” and now, against the truth, sim- 
plicity, interest, and design of the Apostolical Creed, having 
made the Roman and catholic to be all one; they have also 
established this doctrine as a virtual part of the Creed, that out 
of the communion of the church of Rome there is no salvation 
to be hoped for; and so by this means damn all the Christians 
of the world who are not of their communion; and that is the 
far biggest part of the catholic church. 5. How intolerable a 
thing it is to put the word Roman to expound catholic in the 
Creed; when it is confessed among themselves that it is not 
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of faith, “that the apostolic church cannot be separated from 
the Roman;” and ¢ Bellarmine proves this; because there is 
neither scripture nor tradition that affirms it: and then, if ever 
they be separated, and the apostolic be removed to Constantinople, 
then the Creed must be changed again, and it must run thus: “I 
believe the holy catholic and apostolic Constantinopolitan church.” 
6. There is, in this declaration of the Apostolical Creed, a mani- 
fest untruth decreed, enjoined, professed, and commanded to be 
sworn to, and that is, that “ the Roman church is the mother of 
all churches :” when it is confessed that S. Peter sat bishop at 
Antioch seven years before his pretended coming to Rome; and 
that Jerusalem is the mother of all churches; for the law went 
Jorth out of Sion, and the word of the Lord from Jerusalem: and 
therefore the cecumenical council of Constantinople, in the con- 
secration of S. Cyril4, said, “ We shew unto you Cyril the bishop 
of Jerusalem, which is the mother of all other churches.” The like 
is said of the church of Ceesarea, (with an exception only of Jeru- 
salem,) gue prope mater omnium ecclesiarum, et fuit ab initio, et 
nune quoque est, et nominatur: quam Christiana respublica, velut 
centrum suum circulus, undigue observat. How this saying of 
S. Gregory the divine can consist with the new Roman Creed, 
I leave it to the Roman doctors to consider. In the mean time, 
it is impossible that it should be true that the Roman church is 
the mother of all churches, not only because it is not imaginable 
she could beget her own grandmother, but for another pretty 
reason, which Bellarmine hath invented‘: “ Though the ancients 
every where call the Roman church the mother of all churches, 
and that all bishops had their consecration and dignity from 
her; yet this seems not to be true but in that sense, because 
S. Peter was bishop of Rome: he ordained all the apostles and 
all other bishops, by himself or by others. Otherwise, since all 
the apostles constituted very many bishops in divers places, if 
the apostles were not made bishops by Peter, certainly the 
greatest part of bishops will not deduce their original from 
Peter.” This is Bellarmine’s argument, by which he hath per- 
fectly overthrown that clause of Pius Quartus his creed, that 
“the Roman church is the mother of all churches.” He con- 
fesses she is not, unless S. Peter did consecrate all the apostles ; 
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he might have added, No, nor then neither, unless Peter had 
made the apostles to be bishops after himself was bishop of 
Rome; for what is that to the Roman church, if he did this 
before he was the Roman bishop? But then that Peter made all 
the apostles bishops is so ridiculous a dream, that in the world 
nothing is more unwarrantable. For besides that S. Paul was 
consecrated by none but Christ himself, it is certain that he or- 
dained Timothy and Titus, and that the succession in those 
churches ran from the same original in the same line; and 
there is no record in scripture that ever S. Peter ordained any ; 
not any one of the apostles who received their authority from 
Christ and the Holy Spirit, in the same times altogether: which 
thing is also affirmed by f Azorius, and Suarez, who also quotes 
for it the authority of ®S. Austin and the gloss. So that from 
first to last, it appears that the Roman church is not the mother- 
church, and yet every priest is sworn to live and die in the belief 
of it, that she is. However, it is plain that this assumentum and 
shred of the Roman Creed is such a declaration of the old article 
of believing the catholic church, that it is not only a direct new 
article of faith, but destroys the old. 

By thus handling the creed of the catholic church we shall best 
understand what they mean, when they affirm that the pope can 
interpret scripture authoritative, and “he can make scripture :” 
Ad quem pertinet sacram scripturam authoritative interpretart : 
gus enim est interpretart, cujus est condere. He that can make 
scripture can make new articles of faith surely. Much to the 
same purpose are the words of pope Innocent the Fourthi, “ He 
cannot only interpret the gospel, but add to it.” Indeed if he 
have power to expound it authoritative, that is as good as making 
it; for by that means he can add to it, or take from the sense of 
it. But that the pope can do this, that is, can interpret the 
scriptures authoritative, sententialiter, obligatorié, so as it is not 
lawful to hold the contrary, is affirmed by Augustinus Trium- 
phus*, Turrecremata!, and Hervey™. And cardinal Hosius® 
goes beyond this, saying, “That although the words of the 
scripture be not open, yet being uttered in the sense of the 
church, they are the express words of God; but uttered in any 
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other sense, are not the express word of God, but rather of the 
Devil.” To these I only add what we are taught by another 
cardinal, who, persuading the Bohemians to accept the sacra- 
ment of the Lord’s Supper in one kind, tells them, (and it is 
that I said before,) If the church, viz. of Rome®, (for that is 
with them the catholic church,) or if the pope, that is, the vir- 
tual church, do expound any evangelical sense contrary to what 
the current sense and practice of the catholic primitive church 
did; not that, but this present interpretation must be taken for 
the’ way of salvation: for “God changes his judgment as the 
church doesP.” So that it is no wonder that the pope can make 
new articles, or new scriptures, or new gospel; it seems the 
church of Rome can make contrary gospel: that if in the primi- 
tive church to receive in both kinds was via salutis, because it 
was understood then to be a precept evangelical ; afterwards the 
way of salvation shall be changed, and the precept evangelical 
must be understood, to take it in one kind. But this is denied 
by Balduinus4, who, to the question, “ Whether can the pope 
find out new articles of faith?” says, “I answer, Yes; but not 
contrary.” It seems the doctors differ upon that point: but 
that which the cardinal of Cusa, the legate of pope Nicolas the 
Fifth, taught the Bohemians, was, how they should answer their 
objection : for, they said, if Christ commanded one thing, and the 
council, or the pope, or the prelates commanded contrary, they 
would not obey the church, but Christ. But how greatly they 
were mistaken the cardinal legate told them", Posszbile non est, 
scripturam quamcunque, sive ipsa preceptum sive consilium contt- 
neat, in eos qui apud ecclesiam existunt, plus auctoritatis ligands 
habere aut solvendi fideles, quam ipsa ecclesia voluerit, aut verbo 
aut opere expresserit: and in the third Epistle he tells them, “the 
authority of the church is to be preferred before the scriptures.” 
The same also is taught by Elysius Nepolitanuss. 

It matters not what the primitive church did ; no, nor much 
what the apostolical did‘: “for the apostles indeed wrote some 
certain things, not that they should rule our faith and our reli- 
gion, but that they should be under it ;” that is, they submit the 
scriptures to the faith, nay, even to the practice of the church. 
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For “the pope can change the gospel,” said Henry, the master 
of the Roman palace4, “ and according to place and time give it 
another sense ;” insomuch that “if any man should not believe 
Christ to be the true God and man, if the pope thought so too, 
he should not be damned,” said the cardinal of S. Angelo; and 
Silvester Prierias* expressly affirmed, that the authority of the 
church of Rome and the pope’s is greater than the authority of 
the scriptures. These things being so notorious, I wonder with 
what confidence Bellarmine can say, that the catholics, meaning 
his own parties, “do not subject the scripture, but prefer it 
before councils; and that there is no controversy in this ;” when 
the contrary is so plain in the pre-alleged testimonies. But be- 
cause his conscience checked him in the particular, he thinks to 
escape with a distinction; If the catholics sometimes say, that 
the scriptures depend upon the church or a council, they do not 
understand it in respect of authority, or in themselves, but by 
explication, and in relation to usy. Which is too crude an affirm- 
ative to be believed; for, besides that Pighius, in his Epistle 
to Paul ITI, before his books of ecclesiastical hierarchy, affirms, 
that the whole authority of the scripture depends upon the 
church; and the testimonies above cited do in terms confute 
this saying of his ; the distinction itself helps not all; for if the 
scriptures have, guoad nos, no authority but what the pope or the 
church is pleased to give them, then they have in themselves none 
at all. For the scriptures were written for our learning ; not to 
instruct the angels, but to conserve the truths of God for the use 
of the church ; and they have no other use or design; and if a 
man shall say the scriptures have in themselves great authority, 
he must mean that in themselves they are highly credible guoad 
nos, that is, that we are bound to believe them for their own 
truth and excellency. And if a man shall say, they have no 
authority quoad nos, but what the church gives them, he says 
they are not credible in themselves, and in se have no authority ; 
so that this distinction is a metaphysical nothing, and is brought 
only to amuse men that have not leisure to consider. And he 
that says one says the other; or as bad, under a thin and trans- 
parent cover. The church gives testimony external to the 
scripture; but the internal authority is inherent, and derives only 
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from God. But let the witness of the church be of as perfect 
force as can be desired, I meddle not with it here; but that 
which I charge on the Roman doctors is, that they give to their 
church a power of introducing and imposing new articles of belief; 
and pretending that they have power so to do, and their defini- 
tions are of authority equal, if not superior, to the scriptures. 
And this I have now proved by many testimonies; to all which 
Tadd that of the canon law itself2, in which Gratian most falsely 
alleges pretended words of saint Austin, (which Bellarmine? calls 
a being deceived by a false copy,) and among the canonical scrip- 
tures reckons the Decretal Epistles of the popes; inter quas sane 
ille sunt, quas apostolica sedes habere, et ab ea alii meruerunt acci- 
pere cpistolas. Now who can teil of any copy of S. Austin, or 
heard of any, in which these words were seen? Certainly no man 
alive; but if Gratian was deceived, the deceivers were among 
themselves ; and yet they loved the deception, or else they might 
have expunged those words, when Gregory the XI1Ith appointed 
a committee of learned men to purge that BépBopos. But it yet 
remains ; and if they do not pass for S. Austin’s words, yet they 
are good law at Rome. And heretics indeed talk otherwise, said 
Eckius> ; Odjiciunt haretici, major est authoritas scripture quam 
ecclesi@; but he hath confuted them with an excellent argument. 
The church, using blood and strangled, hath by authority changed 
a thing defined by the scripture. ‘“ Behold,” says he, “the power 
of the church over scripture!” I love not to take in such polluted 
channels ; he that is pleased with it may find enough to enter- 
tain his wonder and his indignation, if he please to read Capi- 
stranoc, Cupers4, Andradius*, Antonius’, Pighiuss, Sylvester 
Prierias', Johannes Maria Verratus', Coster‘, Zabarel', and 
Bellarmine ™ himself; who yet, with some more modesty of ex- 
pression, affirms the same thing in substance, which, according 
as it hath been, is, and is still likely to be made use of, is enough 
to undo the church; “The word of the pope, teaching out of his 
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chair, is non omnino, not (altogether, or not at all) the word of 
man, that is a word liable to error, but in some sort the word of 
God,” &e. Agreeable to which is that which the lawyers say, 
that the canon law is the divine law; so said Hostiensiss. I 
hope I shall not be esteemed to slander her, when these writers 
think they so much honour the church of Rome in these sayings. 
In pursuance of this power and authority, pope Pius the IVth 
made a new creed; and putting his power into act, did multiply 
new articles one upon another. And in the council of Trent, 
amongst many other new and fine doctrines, this was one, That 
it is heresy to say that matrimonial causes do not pertain to 
ecclesiastical judges ; and yet we in England owe this privilege 
to the favour and bounty of the king, and so did the ancient 
churches to the kindness and religion of the emperor ; and if it 
were so or not so, it is but matter of discipline, and cannot by a 
simple denial of it become an heresy. So that what I have 
alleged is not the opinion of some private doctors, but the public 
practice of the Roman church®: Commissum ei (pap@) munus non 
modo articulos indeterminatos determinandt, sed etiam fider symbo- 
lum condendi: atque hoc ipsum orthodoxos omnes omnium seculorum 
agnovisse, et pala confessos esse; it was said to Paulus Quintus, 
in an address to him. And how good a catholic Baronius was in 
this particularP, we may guess by what himself says concerning 
the business of the Apollinarists, in which the pope did and 
undid ; wt plane appareat, says Baronius, ex arbitrio pependisse 
Romani pontificis, decreta sancire, et sancita mutare. 

2. That which I am next to represent is, that the church of 
Rome hath reason and necessity to pretend to this power of 
making new articles ; for they, having in the body of their ar- 
ticles and in the public doctrines allowed by them, and in the 
profession and practices of their church, so many new things, 
which at least seem contrary to scripture, or are not at all in 
scripture, and such for which it is impossible to shew any apo- 
stolical or primitive tradition, do easily and openly betray their 
own weakness and necessity in this affair. My first instance is 
of their known arts of abusing the people by pretended appa- 
ritions and false miracles, for the establishing of strange opinions: 
Non obscurum est quot opiniones invectee sunt in orbem per homines, 
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ad suum questum callidos, confictorum miraculorum presidio, said 
Erasmus. These doctrines must needs be things that come over 
the walls and in at the windows; they come not the right way. 
For besides that, as S. Chrysostom says4, “it was at first profit- 
able that miracles should be done; and now it is profitable that 
they be not done: for then our faith was finished by miracles, 
but now by the Divine scriptures.” Miracles are like watering 
of plants, to be done when they are newly set, and before they 
have taken root. Hence the apostle saith, Tongues are for a sign 
to them that believe not, and not for them that believe. So S. Gre- 
gory’, “ Our ancestors followed after signs, by which it came to 
pass that they should not be necessary to their posterity :” and, 
“‘s He that yet looks for miracles that he may believe, is himself 
a miracle.” Nay, to pretend miracles nowadays is the worst 
sign in the world. And here S. Austin in great zeal gives warn- 
ing of such things as theset: “Let not a man say, This is true, 
because Donatus, Pontius, or another, hath done wonderful 
things; or because men praying at the memories of martyrs 
are heard; or because such or such things there happen; or 
because that brother of ours, or that sister of ours waking saw 
such a vision, or sleeping dreamt such a dream: let those fictions 
of lying men, or wonders of deceitful spirits, be removed. For 
either those things which are spoken are not true, or if any 
miracles of heretics be done, we ought to take heed the more. 
Because when our Lord said, Some deceivers should arise which 
should do signs, and deceive, if it were possible, the very elect ; he, 
commending this saying, vehemently added, Behold, I have told 
you of it before.” The same is also taught by the author of 
the imperfect work on S. Matthew, imputed to S. Chrysostom, 
who calls the power of working miracles, (after the first vocation 
of the gospel,) seductionis adjutoria, “the helps of seduction,” as 
at first they were used by Christ and Christ’s servants, as in- 
struments of vocation; and affirms, “These helps of deceit were 
to be delivered to the Devil.” It was the same in the Gospel as 
it was in the law of Moses; after God had by signs and wonders 
in the hand of Moses fixed and established his law, which only 
was to be their rule, and caution was given, Deut. i. 13, that 
against that rule no man should be believed though he wrought 
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miracles. Upon which words Theodoret says*, “ We are in- 
structed that we must not mind signs, when he that works them 
teaches any thing contrary to piety.” And therefore these things 
can be to no purpose, unless it be to deceive; except this only, 
that where miracles are pretended, there is a warning also given 
that there is danger of deception, and there is the seat of Anti- 
christy. who is feretold should come in all sigus and lying wonders: 
Generatio nequam signaum quarit, said Christ. But it is remark- 
able by the doctrines for which in the church of Rome miracles 
are pretended, that they are a cover fitted for their dish ; new 
miracles to destroy the old truths, and to introduce new opin- 
ions. For to prove any article of our Creed, or the necessity 
of a Divine commandment, or the divinity of the eternal Son 
of God, there is now no need of miracles; and for this way of 
proving these, and such articles as these, they trouble not them- 
selves; but for transubstantiation, adoration of the consecrated 
bread and wine, for purgatory, invocation and worship of saints, 
of their relics, of the cross, monastical vows, fraternities of friars 
and monks, the pope’s supremacy, and double monarchy in the 
church of Rome, they never give over to make and boast prodi- 
gious miracles. But with what success, we may learn from some 
of the more sober and wise amongst them?; Jn sacramento ap- 
paret caro, interdum humana procuratione, interdum operatione 
diabolica, said Alexander of Ales?: this indeed was an old 
trick; and S. Trenzeus reports that it was done by Marcus, 
that great heresiarch, that by his prayer he caused the eucha- 
ristical wine to appear as if it were turned into blood: and Biel 
affirms>, that ‘miracles are done to men who run to images, 
sometimes by operation of devils to deceive those inordinate 
worshippers, God permitting it, and their infidelity exacting it.” 
And when, in the question of the immaculate conception, there 
are miracles produced on both sides, (as the learned bishop of 
the Canaries tells us¢,) it must needs be that on one side the 
Devil was the architect, if not on both. And such stories are 
so frequently related by the Romish legends, by S.Gregory bishop 
of Rome, by Beda, by Vincentius Belvacensis Antoninus, by the 
Speculum Exemplorum, and are accounted religious stories, and 
are so publicly preached and told by the friars in their sermons, 
X Quest. in Deuter. a Tren. Lr. c. 9. 
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and so believed by the people and the common sort of Roman 
catholics, and indifferently amongst many of the better sort, 
that their minds are greatly possessed with such a superstitious 
credulity, and are fed with such hypochondriacal and fond opin- 
ions, that it is observable how they, by those usages, are be- 
come fond newsmongers and reporters of every ridiculous story 4. 
Hi, pie nonnihil admentientes, supponunt reliquias, fabricant mira- 
cula, confinguntque (que exempla vocant) vel plausibiles, vel terrt- 
biles fabulas: so Cornelius Agrippa complains of the writers of 
such ridiculous stories in that church, that, as one of their own 
writers said, they equal, if not exceed, Amadis and Clarianus. 
Who please to see more of this may be satisfied with reading 
Canus, in the chapter above quoted; or, if he please, he may 
observe it in Bellarmine himself; who out of those very legends 
and stories, which are disallowed by Canus, and out of divers 
others, as Garetius, Tilmanus, Bredenbachius, Thomas of Walden, 
and I know not who besides, recounts seven miracles to prove 
the proper natural presence of Christ’s body in the sacrament ; 
amongst which it is not the least which he tells, of the fellow’s 
beast, who left his barley at the command of S. Anthony of 
Padua®, and went to worship the sacrament. Such things as 
these it is no wonder that they are either acted or believed in 
the church of Rome, since so many popes and priests are ma- 
gicians, and since that villain of a man, pope Hildebrand, (as 
cardinal Beno relates in his life,) could by shaking of his sleeve 
make sparks of fire fly from it. I end this, and make no other 
use of it than what is made by Aventinus‘, saying, that this 
pope, under show of religion, is said to have laid the foundation 
of the empire of Antichrist: Multi falsi prophete nebulas offun- 
dunt ; fabulis, miraculis (exempla vocant) a veritate Christi plebem 
avertunt. Falsi tum prophete, falsi apostoli, falsi sacerdotes emer- 
sere, qui simulata religione populum deceperunt, magna signa atque 
prodigia ediderunt, et in templo Det sedere atque extolle super rd 
quod colitur, ceperunt. Dumque suam potentiam dominationemque 
stabilire conantur, charitatem, et simplicitatem Christianam eatina- 
erunt. And they continue to do so to this day, where they have 
any hopes to prevail without discovery. Secondly, themselves 
acknowledge, “that there are many things of which was no in- 
quiry in the primitive church, which yet upon doubts arising are 
now become perspicuous by the diligence of after-times ;” it is 
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the acknowledgment of the cardinal of Rochester. And Bellar- 
mine helps to make this good with a considerable instances, Cum 
scriberentur scripture, nondum carperat usus vovendi sanctis; and 
cardinal Perron adds", Et quant aux autheurs plus proche dw 
siecle apostolique, encore gu'ul ne se trouve pas de vestiges de ceste 
coustume, &c. Neither in the age of the apostles, that is, when 
the scriptures were written, nor in the age next to it, are there 
any footsteps of vowing to saints; for then the custom was not 
begun. The pope’s infallibility goes amongst very many for a 
eatholic doctrine ; in Spain and Italy, in Austria and Poland it 
is so, and every where else where the Jesuits prevail; but when 
Bellarmine! had affirmed that Nilus, Gerson, Almain, Alphonsus 
a Castro, and pope Adrian the Vith had taught that the pope 
might be a heretic if he defines without a general council, and 
in his censure of them affirmed that this opinion is not proprie 
heretica, he plainly, by certain and immediate consequence, con- 
fesses that for 1400 or 1500 years the judgment of the pope 
was not esteemed infallible. Now if this be true, it is impossible 
that it can ever be determined as a catholic truth; for there is 
no catholic tradition for it. There was not for many ages; and 
therefore, either there is no tradition in the present church for 
it, or if there be, it is contrary to the old tradition; and there- 
fore, either the tradition of the present church is no rule, or, if 
it be, it is a very new one; and several ages are bound to believe 
contradictory propositions. That the pope is above a council, 
is held by some Roman catholics, and it is held so by all the 
popes, and hath without scruple been determined in the chair, 
and contended for earnestly for about two hundred years past ; 
and yet all the world knows it was not so of oldk. For we 
know when the question began, even in the time of the -first 
council of Pisa, a little before the council of Constance; and 
now, that ‘the pope is above the council,” is sententia fere com- 
munis; nay, it is fere de fide, saith Bellarmine. Which expres- 
sion of his shews plainly, that articles of faith grow in the womb 
of the Roman church as an embryo, to be perfected when the 
pope shall see his time. Nay, if the pope’s definition in cathedra 
be infallible, or if it can be known where the pope does define ix 
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cathedra, this proposition, that “‘ the pope is above a council,” is 
more than fere de fide ; for, that “ the council is superior” is an 
heretical opinion, and the favourers of it heretics, Pius Quartus 
affirmed in his complaint against Lansack, the French ambassa- 
dor, in the council of Trent!; and he threatened to persecute 
and chastise them. And the like is to be said concerning that 
fine new article of faith made by pope Paul the IVth, (of which 
I have spoken in the first section,) that a pope cannot be bound, 
much less can he bind himself, viz. by any oath; for that was 
the subject-matter of the discourse. The number of the seven 
sacraments is now an article of the Roman faith, taught in their 
catechisms, determined in their councils, preached in their pulpits, 
disputed for against their adversaries; and yet the council of 
Florence was the first council, and Peter Lombard was the first 
man we find ever to have precisely fixed upon that number, as 
Bellarmine™ and Valentia® sufficiently acknowledge, even when 
they would fain deny it. Here I might instance in the seal of 
confession, which, as they have at Rome passed it under a sacra- 
mental lock and key, and founded upon a Divine law, (for so 
they pretend,) is one of the new articles of faith, which wholly 
depends upon the authority of the church of Rome; who, for 
the sake of this and many other articles, is compelled to chal- 
lenge a strange power even of making and imposing new creeds, 
or of quitting her new articles. But the whole order of sections 
in this chapter will be one continued argument of this particular. 


SECTION VI. 
Of the Expurgatory Indices in the Roman Church. 


Tuey use indirect and unworthy arts, that they may do it with- 
out reproach and discovery; and for this I instance in the whole 
affair and annexes of their Expurgatory Indices. Concerning 
which, three things are said in the first part of this Dissuasive : 
1. That the king of Spain gave a commission to the inquisitors 
to purge all catholic authors, but with a clause of secresy. 
2. That they purged the Indices of the Fathers works. 3. That 
they did also purge the works of the Fathers themselves. The 
first and the last are denied by them that wrote against the 
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Dissuasive. The second they confess, and endeavour to justify : 
but how well, will appear when I have first made good the first 
and the last. 

1. That the king of Spain gave a clancular commission to the 
inquisitors, can be denied by no man but by him that hath igno- 
rance for his excuse; and then also the ignorance ought rather 
to be modestly confessed, than a fault charged upon him who, 
knowing it, did affirm it°. But the commission is printed both 
in Dutch and Latin, together with the Expurgatory Indices of 
Belgium and Madrid, at Henovia or Henault, by Gulielmus An- 
tonius, 1611; in which the king affirms that he caused the Bel- 
gic Index to be printed by his own chief printer, at his own charge, 
non quidem evulgandum distrahendumque, sed distribuendum solis 
cognitoribus, &e. And a little after, giving faculty to the prelates 
to choose one or more assistants, he adds, [¢que ips: privatim 
nullisque consciis apud se Indicem Expurgatorium habebunt, quem 
eundem neque aliis communicabunt, neque ejus exemplum ulli dabunt, 
&c. This then is soon at an end. 

2. But Junius, that published the Indices, seems to say that 
they did not purge the works of the Fathers. To this the 
answer that Junius himself makes is sufficient ; for he instances 
in their purgation of Bertram, who yet was elder than Haymo, 
Theophylact, Gicumenius, and almost two hundred years before 
S. Bernard ; and yet they openly professed to use him as they 
please: and when Bertram had said visidiliter, they commanded 
he should be read invisibiliter ; which is a pretty little change, 
and very meet to Bertram’s sense surely. But Bellarmine is also 
in this particular a witness beyond exceptionP ; for when he had 
recited an objection out of S. Chrysostom, proving that in the 
times of heresy there is no way of finding truth but by the scrip- 
ture, having nothing else to answer, he says, “The book was 
either written or interpolated by an Arian;” Et propterea totus 
hic locus, tanquam ab Arianis insertus, e quibusdam codicibus nuper 
emendatis sublatus est. But the thing is plain also in the Indices 
themselves; for in the Spanish Index, by the command of Gaspar 
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Quiroga, archbishop of Toledo, and in that also of Sandoval, 
the purge hath passed upon the Bibliotheca sanctorum Patrum col- 
lected by Binius; where not only the gloss upon S. Gregory of 
Neoceesarea, but the works of S. Anthony the abbot, S. Melito, 
Mark the hermit, Dorotheus, and divers others, are purged4 : 
and that the reader may be satisfied in the manner and design 
of the proceeding, the doctrines or sayings to be blotted out are 
these: ‘We have learned to worship and venerate that nature 
only that is uncreated:” “Dele solummodo,” said the good Fathers 
of the purges. “Prudence and life and piety make the priest 
—A wicked mind cannot be justified—He that keeps not the 
Commandments does not believe rightly—Only the holy Trinity 
is properly incorporeal—aA spiritual prayer helps not an unclean 
mind.” These are all doctrines very dangerous and heretical ; 
and therefore, though the Fathers teach them, yet deleantur, let 
them pass through the fire, and leave their dross behind them. 
But I desire the reader to observe, that when in the Sandoval edi- 
tion of the Index an order was taken for the purging the Beblio- 
theca Patrum in the edition of it at Colein, the Sandoval canon 
was not observed ; and the reason given for it was this, ‘‘Lest the 
heretics may have occasion given them to insult :” which they 
could not do, unless they had taken their adversaries in their 
tampering. But they are gone yet one step further in this par- 
ticular ; for in the latter editions of the Bibliothecat they do not 
add the title of sanctorum to them, but Patrum only, and ecelesi- 
asticorum seriptorum ; according to the order of the Sandoval 
Expurgatory Index, printed at Madrid, 1612, and of the Quiro- 
gian Index, printed there 1583. So that as they are forced 
secretly to imply, that they are not so right for their catholic 
cause as they would have them; so they are resolved whatsoever 
is not so shall not pass with them for holy. And in this dimi- 
nution and dishonour of the memory of these ancient Fathers, 
S. Clement of Alexandria his good name hath suffered ship- 
wreck; for, In Clemente Alexandrino, in duplici titulo operis, 
dele titulum Divis: for now it happens in some measure to 
them that have in honour the memory of such men that seemed 
to speak any thing against the errors of the Roman church, as 
it did to Arulenus Rusticus praising of Peetus Thrasea, and 
to Herennius Senecio commending Helvidius Priscus, Capitale 
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fuit, said Tacitus; and this is notorious in their tables, their new- 
fashioned diptychs, where men of honourable name and great worth 
are called damnati authores, and their very name commanded to 
be put out, and some periphrasis set down for them. 2. But that 
I may give one pregnant instance of their purging the Fathers, 
I desire him that is curious, and would be satisfied in this thing, 
to see the edition of S.Austin, at Venice; and in the inscription 
of his works he shall find this confession: In quo, preter locorum 
multorum restitutionem secundum collationem veterum exemplarium, 
curavimus removeri illa omnia que fidelium mentes heretica pravi- 
tate possent inficere, aut a catholica orthodowa fide deviare. And in 
the Quirogian Index, which hath these words, Sunt autem fere 
omnia que offendunt in Prologis et marginalibus Annotationcbus, 
we may easily see, that not the Prologues and Annotations alone 
are guilty, but even S. Austin’s text. But beyond conjecture, the 
thing is in itself evident. But the Fathers’ words are expunged 
in one place, and consequently condemned in every place; which 
is that I intended in the citation of those words by Junius, and 
which were also set down in the first part of this Dissuasive. But 
both in the text and index of S. Cyril of Alexandria these words 
are, and yet commanded to be blotted, Habitat Jesus per fidem in 
cordibus nostris: which very words are not in S. Cyril only, but 
in S. Paul too; and by 8.Cyril quoted with a Sicut scriptum est'. 

And again, Deleantur ex textu illa verba, Fidet autem gratiam 
cum his qui valde inguinati sunt, tum etiam paulum morbo affectis, 
satis ad emendationem valituram esse fidem, dicens, Fides sola jus- 
tyicat are commanded to be blotted", and yet they are both in 
the index and the text of S. Hierom*. So the gloss of Epipha- 
nius of creaturam non adorare is commanded to be blotted out, 
when the words of Epiphanius’s text are, Sancta Dei ecclesia crea- 
turam non adorat ; and it is so in other places, of which the In- 
dices themselves are the best testimony. And that no man may 
question whether they purged the Fathers, yea or no, Sixtus 
Senensis said it to Pius Quintus, Deinde eapurgari et emaculari 
curastt omnia catholicorum seriptorum, ac precipue veterum Patrum 
scripta: especially the writings of the ancient Fathers were 
purged. 

Now true it is, that in the following words he pretends a 
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reason why he did so, and tells what things were purged; “even 
those things which were infected and poisoned by the heretics of 
our age.” These last words and this reason were not cited in 
the first part, when the former words were made use of; and 
therefore an outery was raised by them ‘that wrote against ity, 
as if they had been concealed by fraudulent design. To which 
I answer, that I was not willing to interrupt the order of my 
discourse with quoting words which are neither true nor perti- 
nent: for they have in them no truth and no good meaning. 
They are protestatio contra factum ; as being set there to per- 
suade the world, that none of the Fathers or modern catholics 
were purged, unless the Lutherans had corrupted them; when 
all the world knows they have purged the writings of the catho- 
lics, old and new, Fathers and moderns, which themselves had 
printed, and formerly allowed; but now being wiser, and finding 
them to give too much evidence against them, they have altered 
them. I could instance in many, but I shall not need, since 
enough may be seen in doctor James his table of books, which 
were first set forth and approved, and afterwards censured by 
themselves. T shall trouble my reader but with one instance. 
That one is the work of Ferus upon S.John’s First Epistle, 
which was printed at Antwerp, 1556, with the privilege given 
by king Philip to Martinus Nutius, with this elogy: Nam sue 
Majestati patuit ibrum esse omnino utilem, et nihil continere quod 
pias aures merito offendere possit. The same book was printed 
at Paris, 1555, by de Marnet, and 1556, by Audoén Petit, or 
Parvus; at Lyons, 1559, by Jacobus de Mellis; and the same 
year at Lovain, by Servatius Sessenus, and at Mentz, where 
he was preacher, by Francis Behem; and after all this, it was 
printed at Paris, 1563, by Gabriel Buon, and at Antwerp, 1565, 
by the heirs of Nutius. Now all these editions were made by the 
papists, and allowed of; and no protestant, no heretic of that 
age, (that I may use the words of Senensis,) had corrupted 
them, neither is it pretended that they did; and yet this book 
was purged at Rome, 1577; and altered, added, and detracted 
in 194 places: of the nature and consequence of which altera- 
tions 1 give this one instance: in the second chapter, where 
Ferus, in the old edition of Mentz, Lovain, Antwerp, &c., had 
these words, Scriptura sacra data est nobis cew certa quedam re- 
gula Christiane doctrine: but in the Roman edition, 1577, the 
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words are changed thus; Sacra scriptura e traditio nobis data sunt 
cew corta quedam regula Christiane doctrine. By which instance 
it plainly appears, that the inquisitors general and the pope 
purge others than what the heretics have corrupted, and that 
these words of Sixtus Senensis are but a false cover to a foul 
dish when they could no longer hide it. Nay, even the rules 
given by the pope himself, Clement the VIIth, give order for 
prohibiting the books of the catholics before they be purged?: 
Si nonnulla contineant que sine delectu ab omnibus lege non ex- 
pedit: and in the preface to the Sandoval Index, it is said, Obiter 
autem in quorundam orthodomorum libris nonnulli lapsus aut que- 
dam obscurius dicta deprehensa, quibus expurgatio, explicatio, aut 
cautio prudenter adhibita, ne minus cautos lectores contingat tm- 
pingere. Which is a plain indication that the church of Rome 
proceeds in her purging of books upon other accounts than re- 
moving the corruptions lately introduced by the Lutherans or 
Calvinists. And all this and much more being evident and 
notorious, there was reason then to think, as I do still, that 
those words were of no use to be added, unless to give occasion 
of impertinent wrangling; but that there could be no other 
design in it, is manifest by what I have now said. 3. But the 
Expurgatory Indices had the less need to do much of this, since 
their work was done to their hands. For the Fathers’ works 
had passed through fire ordeal many times before’. I instanced 
in the edition of S. Ambrose, by Ludovicus Saurius, wherein 
many lines were cancellated, and the edition spoiled; and this 
was done by the authority of two Franciscans; gui pro autho- 
ritate has omnes paginas dispunmerunt, ut vides, et illas substitut in 
locum priorum curaverunt, prater omnem librorum nostrorum fidem, 
said Saurius. Against this it is said that it is a slander, because 
the Index Expurgatorius was not appointed till the end of the 
council of Trent, which was A. D. 1563, and therefore could not 
put a force upon Saurius, who corrected this book, and assisted 
at the edition of it, 1559. To which I answer, that it was not 
said that the Index Expurgatorius put a force upon Saurius, but 
only a force was put upon him; and that it-was so by two Fran- 
ciscans, Junius, who tells the story, does affirm. 2. For ought 
appears to the contrary, nay, most probable it was so, that this 
force was put upon him by the authority of the Expurgatorius 
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Index; for though the council of Trent appointed one a little 
before its ending, which was in 1563, yet there was an index 
made before that by P. Paul the [Vth, who died four years be- 
fore the end of the council; and this he “made by the council 
of all the inquisitors, and of many famous men, who sent him 
advice from all parts; and he made a most complete catalogue, 
to which nothing can be added except some book come forth 
within two years,” said friar Augustin Selvago, archbishop of 
Genua®. So that here was authority enough, and there wanted 
no zeal, and here is matter of fact complained of by the parties 
suffering. 4. It would indeed have been matter of great scandal 
and reproach, to have openly handled all the Fathers indifferently, 
as they used the moderns; and though, as I have proved, this 
did not wholly restrain them, yet it abated much of their willing- 
ness; but there was less need of it, because they had very well 
purged them before, by cancellating the lines, by parting the pages, 
by corrupting their writings, by putting glosses in the margent, 
and afterwards putting these glosses into the text: Quod lector 
ineptiens annotarat in margine sui codicis, Scribe retulerunt in 
contextum, said Erasmus in his preface to the works of S. Austin, 
to the archbishop of Toledo; and the same also is observed by 
the Paris overseers of the press, in their preface to their edition 
of S. Austin’s works at Paris, 1571, by Martin and Nivellius. 
And this thing was notorious in a considerable instance in 
S. Cyprian’, de Unitate Ecclesie ; where, after the words of 
Christ spoken to S. Peter, and recorded by S. Matthew, there 
had been a marginal note, Hic Petro primatus datur ; which 
words they have brought into the Roman and Antwerp editions ; 
but they have both left out Héc, and the Roman, instead of it, 
hath put H¢. And whereas in the old editions of Cyprian, even 
the Roman itself, these words were, ‘“‘ He who withstandeth and 
resisteth the church, doth he trust himself to be in the church ?” 
somebody hath made bold to put the words thus, in the text of 
the edition of Antwerp; “He who forsaketh Peter’s chair, on 
which the church is founded, doth he trust himself to be in the 
church?” But in how many places that excellent book of S. Cy- 
prian’s is interlined and spoiled by the new correctors, is evident 
to him that shall compare the Roman edition with the elder 
copies, and them with the later edition of Antwerp; and Pame- 
lius himself, concerning some words, saith, Atque adeo non sumus 
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veriti in teatum inserere. 1 could bring in many considerable 
instances, though it be more than probable that of forty falsities 
in the abusing the Fathers’ writings by Roman hands, there was 
not perhaps above one or two discoveries; yet this and many 
other concurrences might make it less needful to pass their 
sponges upon the Fathers. But when the whole charge of 
printing of books at Rome lies on the apostolical see, as f Manutius 
tells us, it is likely enough that all shall be taken care of so as 
shall serve their purposes. And so the printer tells uss, viz. 
“That such care was taken to have them so corrected, that 
there should be no spot which might infect the minds of the 
simple with the show or likeness of false doctrine.” And now 
by this we may very well perceive how the force was put upon 
Saurius, in the purging of S. Ambrose, even by the inquisitors ; 
and that by the authority and care of the pope: and therefore, 
though the works of most of the greater Fathers were not put 
into the Expurgatory Indices, yet they were otherwise purged, 
that is, most shamefully corrupted, torn, and maimed, and the 
lesser Fathers passed under the file in the Expurgatory Indices 
themselves. 

3. But then, that they purged the Indices of the Fathers’ 
works is so notorious, that it is confessed and endeavoured to 
be justified’, But when we come to consider that many times 
the very words of the Fathers which are put into the Index are 
commanded to be expunged, it at once shews, that fain they 
would, and yet durst not expunge the words out of the books, 
since they would be discovered by their adversaries, and they 
would suffer reproach without doing any good to themselves. 
Now whereas it is said‘, that “therefore the words of the Fathers 
are blotted out of the Indices, because they are set down without 
antecedents and consequents, and prepare the reader to an il 
sense ;” this might be possible, but we see it otherwise in the 
instances themselves, which oftentimes are so plain, that no con- 
text, no circumstances can alter the proposition : which is most 
of all notorious in the deleaturs of the Indices of the Bible set 
forth by Robert Stephens: Oredens Christo non morietur in eter- 
num, this is to be blotted out; and yet Christ himself said it, 
Every one that lives and believes in me shall never dies. Justus 
coram Deo nemo is to be blotted out of Robert Stephens’ Index; 
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and yet David prayed, Enter not into yudgment with thy servant, 
O Lord; for in thy sight shall no man living be justified’. Now 
what antecedent, or what context, or what circumstances can 
alter the sense of these places; which being the same in the 
Text and the Index, shews the good will of the inquisitors; and 
that like king Edward the VIth his tutor, they corrected the 
prince upon his page’s back; and they have given sufficient 
warning of the danger of those words wherever they find them 
in the Fathers, since they have so openly rebuked them in the 
Indices. And therefore I made no distinction of places, but 
reckoned those words censured in the Expurgatory Tables as 
the Fathers’ words censured or expunged: and in this I followed 
the style of their own books; for in the Belgic Index the style is 
thus™ ; In Hieronymi operibus eapungenda, que sequuntur, and yet 
they are the Scholia, Indices, and sense of the Fathers set down 
and printed in the same volume all together; and, having the 
same fate, and all upon the same account, I had reason to charge 
it as I did. 

And how far the evil of this did proceed may easily be conjec- 
tured by what was done by the inquisition in the year 1559, in 
which there was a catalogue of sixty-two printers; and all the 
books which any of them printed, of what author or what lan- 
guage soever, prohibited ; and all books which were printed by 
printers that had printed any books of heretics : insomuch that 
not only books of a hundred, two hundred, three hundred years 
ago, and approbation, were prohibited, but there scarce remained 
a book to be read. 

But by this means they impose upon men’s faith and con- 
sciences, suffering them to allow of nothing in any man, no, not 
in the Fathers, but what themselves mark out for them; not mea- 
suring their own doctrines by the ancients, but reckoning their 
sayings to be or not to be catholic, according as they agree to 
their present opinions: which is infinitely against the candour, 
ingenuity, and confidence of truth, which needs none of these 
arts. And besides all this, how shall it be possible to find out 
tradition by succession, when they so interrupt and break the 
intermedial lines? And this is beyond all the foregoing instances 
very remarkable in their purging of histories. In Munster’s 
Cosmography there was a long story of Ludovicus the emperor of 
the house of Bavaria, that made very much against the. see of 
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Rome. It is commanded to be left out; and in ilius loco inse- 
ratur, si placet, sequens historia: and then there is made a formal 
story not consonant to the mind of the historian". And the 
same Lewis of Bavaria published a smart answer to the Bull of 
pope John XXII. an information of the nullity of the pope’s 
proceedings against him: but the records and monuments of 
these things they tear out by their Expurgatory Tables®; lest 
we of latter ages should understand how the popes of Rome 
invaded the rights of princes, and by new doctrines and occasions 
changed the face, the body, the innocence, and the soul of Chris- 
tian religion. The whole Apology of the emperor Henry the 
Fourth, and the Epistles of prince Frederic the Second, they 
pull out of the fifth tome of the writers of the German affairs, 
Neque in ipsos modo authores, sed in libros quoque corum sevitum, 
(that I may use the words of Tacitus complaining?,) delegato 
triumviris ministerio ut monumenta clarissimorum ingeniorum in 
comitio ac foro urerentur : scilicet illo igne vocem populi Rom. et 
libertatem senatus, et conscientiam generis humant, aboleri arbitra- 
bantur, expulsis insuper sapientie professoribus, atque omni bona 
arte in exilium acta, ne quid usquam honestum occurreret. For 
thus they not only destroy the liberty of the church, and the 
names of the honourable, and the sentences of the wise; but 
even hope to prevail upon the consciences of all mankind, and 
the history of the world, that nothing may be remembered by 
which themselves may be reproved. But this is not agreeable to 
the simplicity and ingenuity of the Christian religion. 
Non tali auxilio, nec defensoribus istis 
Christus eget. 

But what Arnobius said to the heathen4, in their violent and 
crafty arts to suppress the growth of Christianity, may be a 
good admonition to these artists of the inquisition ; Intercipere 
scripta, et publicatam velle submergere lectionem, non est Deum 
defendere, sed veritatis testificationem timere. 

One thing more I am to add here, that they are so infinitely 
insecure in their errors, and so unsatisfied with the learning of 
the world, and they find it so impossible to resist the frequent 
and public testimonies of truth; or indeed rather they so grow 
in error, and so often change their propositions ; that they nei- 
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ther agree at one time, nor does one time agree with another, in 
their purgations; that a saint to-day may be a common person 
to-morrow; and that which is an allowed doctrine now, next 
year may be heretical, or temerarious. or dangerous. The Spe- 
culum Oculare of Johannes Capnio was approved by pope Leo 
the Tenth : it was afterwards rejected by pope Paul the Fourth ; 
and him the council of Trent following, and rejecting the sentence 
of pope Leo, did also condemn it ; and the inquisitors, to whom 
the making of the Index was committed by Paul the Fourth, 
caused it to be burnt: but afterwards the censors of Doway 
permit the book, and so it is good again. What uncertainty 
can be greater to consciences than what the ignorance or faction 
of these men causes! Here is pope against pope, a council against 
the pope, and the monks inquisitors of Doway against both pope 
and council; and what can be the end of these things? When the 
Quirogian Index came forth, a man would think there had been 
an end of so much as was there purged: and certain it is, they 
were cautious enough, and they purged all they thought deserved 
it: but yet when they of Salamanca published the Bible of Robert 
Stephens’, and strictly had observed the rules of cardinal Qui- 
rago, ita ut in contextu pauca, in annotationibus plurima omiserint ; 
yet other inquisitors, being wiser by a new light, did so blot and 
raze, and scratch out many things more, that the Bible, which 
was a very fair one in A.D. 1584, came forth exceedingly defaced 
and spoiled in the year 1586. 

I need not observe, that in all the Expurgatory Indices you 
shall not find Gasper Schioppius or the Jesuits censured ; nor 
Baronius, although he declared the kingdom of Sicily to belong 
to the pope, and not to the king of Spain; but if any thing 
escape which lessens the pope’s omnipotence, (it is their own 
word,) then it is sure to fall under the sponges and the razor : 
so that this mystery of iniquity is too evident to be covered by 
the most plausible pretences of any interested advocate. But if 
this be the way, to stop all mouths but those that speak the 
same thing, it is no wonder if they boast of unity: they might 
very well do so, but that the providence of God, which overrules 
all events, hath by his almighty power divided them, in despite 
of all their cunning arts to seem to be sons of one mother: only 
it will be now a much more hard province to tell when their 


r Vide Preefationem ad Lectorem in Ind. Sandov. 


286 A Dissuasive from Popery. PART II. B. I. 


errors first began, since they have taken order to cut out the 
tongues of them that tell us. And this they have done to their 
own canon law itself, and to the old glosses, in which there were 
remaining some footsteps of the ancient and apostolical doctrine; 
upon which the craft of the enemy of mankind and the arts of 
interested persons had not quite prevailed, as is largely to be 
seen in the very censures themselves upon the Glosses, published 
by the command of pope Pius Quintus, 15805. 


SECTION VII. 

The Uncharitableness of the Church of Rome in her judging of others. 

4. Tux next thing I charge upon them is, that having done 
these things to propagate their new doctrines, and to suppress 
those which are more ancient and catholic, they are so implacably 
angry at all that dissent from them, that they not only kill 
them, (where they have power,) but damn them all, as far as 
their sentence can prevail. If you be a Roman catholic, let 
your life be what it will, their sacrament of penance is adéons 
dpaptdoos dvaiperixoy, it takes away all their sins in a quarter of 
an hour; but if you differ from them, even in the least point, 
they have declared you are not to be endured in this world nor 
in the world to come. Indeed this is one of the inseparable cha- 
racters of an heretic; he sets his whole communion and all his 
charity upon his article; for to be zealous in the schism, that is 
the characteristic of a good man, that is his note of Christianity ; 
in all the rest he excuses you or tolerates you, provided you be 
a true believer; then you are one of the faithful, a good man 
and a precious, you are of the congregation of the saints, and 
one of the godly. All solifidians do thus; and all that do thus 
are solifidians, the church of Rome herself not excepted; for though 
in words she proclaims the possibility of keeping all the com- 
mandments, yet she dispenses easier with him that breaks them 
all, than with him that speaks one word against any of her ar- 
ticles, though but the least, even the eating of fish and forbidding 
flesh in Lent. So that it is faith they regard more than charity, 
a right belief more than a holy life: and for this you shall be 
with them upon terms easy enough, provided you go not a hair’s 
breadth from any thing of her belief ;—for if you do, they have 
provided for you two deaths and two fires, both inevitable, and 
one eternal. And this certainly is one of the greatest evils of 
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which the church of Rome is guilty; for this in itself is the 
greatest and unworthiest uncharitableness. But the procedure 
is of great use to their ends. For the greatest part of Christians 
are those that cannot consider things leisurely and wisely, search- 
ing their bottoms, and discovering tlie causes or foreseeing events 
which are to come after, but are carried away by fear and hope, 
by affection and prepossegsion; and therefore the Roman doctors 
are careful to govern them as they will be governed : if you dis- 
pute, you gain, it may be, one, and lose five; but if ye threaten 
them with damnation, you keep them in fetters, for they that 
are in fear of death are all their lifetime in bondage, saith the 
apostlet; and there is in the world nothing so potent as fear of 
the two deaths, which are the two arms and grapples of iron by 
which the church of Rome takes and keeps her timorous or con- 
scientious proselytes. The easy protestant calls upon you from 
scripture to do your duty, to build a holy life upon a holy faith, 
the faith of the apostles and first disciples of our Lord ; he tells 
you if you err, and teaches you the truth; and if ye will obey, 
it is well; if not, he tells you of your sin, and that all sin de- 
serves the wrath of God; but judges no man’s person, much less 
any states of men. He knows that God’s judgments are right- 
eous and true; but he knows also that his mercy absolves many 
persons who, in his just judgment, were condemned; and if he 
had a warrant from God to say that he should destroy all the 
papists, as Jonas had concerning the Ninevites, yet he remembers 
that every repentance, if it be sincere, will do more, and prevail 
greater, and last longer than God’s anger will. Besides these 
things, there is a strange spring and secret principle in every 
man’s understanding, that it is oftentimes turned about by such 
impulses of which no man can give an account. But we all re- 
member a most wonderful instance of it in the disputation between 
the two Reynoldses, John and William; the former of which being 
a papist, and the latter a protestant, met and disputed with a 
purpose to confute and to convert each other; and so they did: 
for those arguments which were used prevailed fully against 
their adversary, and yet did not prevail with themselves. The 
papist turned protestant, and the protestant became a papist, 
and so remained to their dying day. Of which some ingenious 
person gave a most handsome account in an excellent epigram, 
which, for the verification of the story, I have set down in the 
t Heb. ii. 1g. 
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margent". But further yet, he considers the natural and regu- 
lar infirmities of mankind, and God considers them much more ; 
he knows that in man there is nothing admirable but his igno- 
rance and weakness, his prejudice, and the infallible certainty of 
being deceived in many things; he sees that wicked men often- 
times know much more than many very good men, and that the 
understanding is not of itself considerable in morality, and effects 
nothing in rewards and punishments; it is the will only that rules 
man and can obey God. He sees and deplores it, that many 
men study hard, and understand little; that they dispute ear- 
nestly, and understand not one another at all; that affections 
creep so certainly and mingle with their arguing, that the argu- 
ment is lost, and nothing remains but the conflict of two adver- 
saries’ affections; that a man is so willing, so easy, so ready to 
believe what makes for his opinion, so hard to understand an 
argument against himself, that it is plain it is the principle 
within, not the argument without, that determines him. He 
observes also that all the world (a few individuals excepted) are 
unalterably determined to the religion of their country, of their 
family, of their society; that there is never any considerable 
change made but what is made by war and empire, by fear and 
hope: he remembers that it is a rare thing to see a Jesuit of 
the Dominican opinion, or a Dominican (until of late) of the 
Jesuit ; but every order gives laws to the understanding of their 
novices, and they never change: he considers there is such am- 
biguity in words, by which all lawgivers express their meaning ; 
that there is such abstruseness in mysteries of religion, that 
some things are so much too high for us that we cannot under- 
stand them rightly ; and yet they are so sacred and concerning, 
that men will think they are bound to look into them as far as 
they can; that it is no wonder if they quickly go too far, where 
no understanding, if it were fitted for it, could go far enough ; 
but in these things it will be hard not to be deceived, since our 


u « Bella inter geminos, plusquam civilia, fratres 

Traxerat: ambiguus religionis apex. 

Ile reformatze fidei pro partibus instat ; 
Iste reformandam denegat esse fidem. 

Propositis cause rationibus, alter utrinque 
Concurrere pares, et cecidere pares. 
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words cannot rightly express those things; that there is such 
variety of human understandings, that men’s faces differ not so 
much as their souls; and that if there were not so much difficulty 
in things, yet they could not but be variously apprehended by 
several men; and then, considering that in twenty opinions it 
may be not one of them is true; nay, whereas Varro reckoned 
that among the old philosophers there were eight hundred opin- 
ions concerning the summum bonum, and yet not one of them 
hit the right: they see also that in all religions, in all societies, 
in all families, and in all things, opinions differ; and since opin- 
ions are too often begot by passion, by passions and violences they 
are kept, and every man is too apt to overvalue his own opinion ; 
and out of a desire that every man should conform his judgment 
to his that teaches, men are apt to be earnest in their persua- 
sion, and overact the proposition; and from being true, as he 
supposes, he will think it profitable; and if you warm him either 
with confidence or opposition, he quickly tells you it is necessary; 
and as he loves those that think as he does, so he is ready to hate 
them that do not; and then secretly from wishing evil to him, 
he is apt to believe evil will come to him, and that it is just it 
should: and by this time the opinion is troublesome, and puts 
other men upon their guard against it; and then while passion 
reigns, and reason is modest and patient, and talks not loud like 
a storm, victory is more regarded than truth, and men call God 
into the party, and his judgments are used for arguments, and 
the threatenings of the scripture are snatched up in haste, and 
men throw arrows, firebrands, and death, and by this time ail the 
world is in an uproar. All this, and a thousand things more, 
the English protestants considering, deny not their communion 
to any Christian who desires it, and believes the Apostles’ Creed, 
and is of the religion of the four first general councils; they hope 
well of all that live well; they receive into their bosom all true 
believers of what church soever; and for them that err, they in- 
struct them, and then leave them to their liberty to stand or fall 
before their own Master. 

It was a famous saying of Stephen, the great king of Poland, 
that God had reserved to himself three things: 1. To make some- 
thing out of nothing ; 2. To know future things, and all that shall 
be hereafter; 3. To have the rule over consciences. It is this 
last, we say, the church of Rome does arrogate and invade. 

1. By imposing articles as necessary to salvation which God 
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never made so. Where hath God said, that it is necessary 
to salvation that every human creature should be subject to the 
Roman bishop? But the church of Rome says it*; and by that, 
at one blow, cuts off from heaven all the other churches of the 
world, Greek, Armenian, Ethiopian, Russian, protestants ; which 
is an act so contrary to charity, to the hope and piety of Christ- 
ians, so dishonourable to the kingdom of Christ, so disparaging 
to the justice, to the wisdom and the goodness of God, as any 
thing which can be said. Where hath it been said, that it shall 
be a part of Christian faith to believe, that though the Fathers 
of the church did communicate infants, yet they did it without 
any opinion of necessity? and yet the church of Rome hath de- 
termined it, in one of her general councilsy, as a thing sine con- 
troversia credendum, to be believed without doubt or dispute: it 
was indeed the first time that this was made a part of the Christ- 
ian religion; but then let all wise men take heed how they ask the 
church of Rome, where was this part of her religion before the 
council of Trent? for that is a secret; and that this is a part of 
their religion I suppose will not be denied when a general council 
hath determined it to be a truth without controversy, and to 
be held accordingly. Where hath God said, that those churches 
that differ from the Roman church in some propositions cannot 
confer true orders, nor appoint ministers of the gospel of Christ ? 
and yet, super totam materiam, the church of Rome is so impla- 
cably angry and imperious with the churches of the protestants, 
that if any English priest turn to them they reordain him ; which 
yet themselves call sacrilegious, in case his former ordination was 
valid ; as it is impossible to prove it was not, there being neither 
in scripture nor catholic tradition any laws, order, or rule touch- 
ing our case in this particular. Where hath God said that pe- 
nance is a sacrament, or that without confession to a priest no 
man can be saved? If Christ did not institute it, how can it be 
necessary? and if he did institute it, yet the church of Rome 
ought not to say, it is therefore necessary ; for with them an 
institution is not a command, though Christ be the institutor ; 
and if institution be equal to a commandment, how then comes 
the sacrament not to be administered in both kinds, when it is 
confessed that in both kinds it was instituted ? 

2. The church of Rome does so multiply articles that few of the 


x Extrav. de Majorit.et Obedien. Di- creature subesse Romano pontifici. 
cimus, definimus, pronunciamus absolute y Sess. 1. cap. 4. 
necessarium ad salutem omni humane 


8. VIL. The Church of Rome’s Uncharitableness. 291 


laity know the half of them, and yet imposes them all under the 
same necessity ; and if in any one of them a man make a doubt, he 
hath lost all faith, and had as good be an infidel ; for the church’s 
authority being the formal object of faith, that is the only reason 
why any article is to be believed; the reason is the same in all 
things else: and therefore you may no more deny any thing she 
says than all she says; and an infidel is as sure of heaven as any 
Christian is, that calls in question any of the innumerable propo- 
sitions which with her are esteemed de fide. Now if it be consi- 
dered that some of the Roman doctrines are a state of temptation 
to all the reason of mankind, as the doctrine of transubstantiation; 
that some are at least of a suspicious improbity, as worship of 
images, and of the consecrated elements, and many others; some 
are of a nice and curious nature, as the doctrine of merit, of con- 
dignity and congruity ; same are perfectly of human inventions, 
without ground of scripture or tradition, as the forms of ordina- 
tion, absolution, &c.: when men see that some things can never 
be believed heartily, and many not understood fully, and more 
not remembered or considered perfectly, and yet all imposed upon 
the same necessity, and as good believe nothing as not every 
thing ; this way is apt to make men despise all religion, or de- 
spair of their own salvation. The church of Rome hath a remedy 
for this, and by a distinction undertakes to save you harmless: 
you are not tied to believe all with an explicit faith; it suffices 
that your faith be implicit, or involved in the faith of the church ; 
that is, if you believe that she says true in all things, you need 
inquire no further : so that by this means the authority of their 
church is made authentic, for that is the first and last of the design; 
and you are taught to be saved by the faith of others; and a faith 
is preached, that you have no need ever to look after it, a faith 
of which you know nothing, but it matters not, as long as others 
do: but then it is also a faith which can never be the foundation 
of a good life; for upon ignorance nothing that is good can be 
built, no, not so much as a blind obedience; for even blindly to 
obey is built upon something that you are bidden explicitly to 
believe, viz. the infallibility or the authority of the church ; but 
upon an implicit faith you can no more establish a building than 
you can number that which is not. Besides this, an implicit faith 
in the articles of the church of Rome is not sense; it is not faith 
at all that is not explicit: faith comes by hearing, and not by 


not hearing: and the people of the Roman church believe one 
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proposition explicitly, that is, that their church cannot err; and 
then indeed they are ready to believe any thing they tell them ; 
but as yet they believe nothing but the infallibility of their guides : 
and to call that faith which is but a readiness or disposition to 
have it, is like filling a man’s belly with the meat he shall eat to- 
morrow night, an act of understanding antedated. But when it 
is considered in its own intrinsic nature and meaning, it effects 
this proposition, that “these things are indeed no objects of that 
faith by which [we arefto be saved (for it is strange that men 
having the use of reason should hope to be saved by the merit of 
a faith that believes nothing, that knows nothing, that under- 
stands nothing,) but that our faith is completed in the essential 
notices of the evangelical covenant, in the propositions which 
every Christian man and woman is bound to know;” and that 
the other propositions are but arts of empire, and devices of go- 
vernment, or the scholastic confidence of opinions, something to 
amuse consciences, and such by which the mystic persons may 
become more knowing and revered than their poor parishioners. 

3. The church of Rome determines trifles and inconsiderable 
propositions, and adopts them into the family of faith: of this 
nature are many things which the popes determine in their 
chairs, and send them into the world as oracles. What a dan- 
gerous thing would it be esteemed to any Roman catholic, if he 
should dare to question whether the consecration of the bread 
and wine be to be done by the prayer of the priest, or by the 
mystic words of Hoc est corpus meum said over the elements! 
For, that by the force of those words, said with right intention, 
the bread is transubstantiated, and made the body of Christ, e¢c- 
clesia catholica magno consensu docet, said Bellarmine2 ; so it is 
also in the council of Florence, in the instruction of the Arme- 
nians; so it is taught in the Catechism of the council of Trent; 
so it is agreed by the Master of the Sentences and his scholars ; 
by Gratian and the lawyers; and so it is determined in the law 
itself, Cap. Cum Martha extr. de celebratione Missarum. And yet 
this is no certain thing, and not so agreeable to the spirituality 
of the gospel, to suppose such a change made by the saying so 
many words. And therefore, although the church does well in 
using all the words of institution at the consecration, for so they 
are carefully recited in the liturgies of S. James, S. Clement, 
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S. Basil, S. Chrysostom, S. Ambrose, the Anaphora of the Syri- 
ans, in the universal canon of the Ethiopians, only they do not 
do this so carefully in the Roman Missal, but leave out words 
very considerable, words which S. Luke and S. Paul recite; viz. 
which is broken for you, or which is given for you; and to the 
words of consecration of the chalice they add words which Christ 
did not speak in the institution and benediction ; yet besides this, 
generally the Greek Fathers, and divers of the Latin, do ex- 
pressly teach, that the consecration of the elements is made by 
the prayers of the church, recited by the bishop or priest ; for 
the scripture tells us that Christ took the bread, he blessed tt, and 
brake it, and gave it to them, saying, Take, eat. It is to be sup- 
posed that Christ consecrated it before he gave it to them; and 
yet if he did, all the consecration was effected by his benedic- 
tion of it; and if (as the Romanists contend) Christ gave the 
sacrament of the eucharist to the two disciples at Emmaus, it 
is certain there is no record of any other consecration, but by 
Christ’s blessing or praying over the elements. It is indeed 
possible that something more might be done than was set down, 
but nothing less; and therefore this consecration was not done 
without the benediction ; and therefore Hoc est corpus mewn alone 
cannot do it, at least there is nu warrant for it in Christ’s example. 
And when S§. Peter in his ministry did found and establish 
churches, orationum ordinem quibus oblata Deo sacrificia con- 
secrantur a S. Petro primo fuisse institutum, said Isidore, Re- 
migius, Hugo de S. Victore, and Alphonsus a Castro; “S. Peter 
first instituted the order of prayers by which the sacrifices of- 
fered to God were consecrated :” and in the liturgy of S. James, 
after the words of institution are recited over the elements, there 
is a prayer of consecration, ‘‘O Lord, make this bread to be the 
body of thy Christ,” &e.; which words although Bellarmine trou- 
bles himself to answer, as cardinal Bessarion did before him, 
yet we shall find his answers to no purpose, expounding the 
prayer to be only a confirmation, or an Amen to what was done 
before ; for if that consecration was made before that prayer, how 
comes 8.James to call it bread after consecration? And as weak 
are his other answers, saying, “The prayer means that God 
would make it so to us, not in itself ;” which, although S. James 
hath nothing to warrant that exposition, yet it is true upon 
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another account, that is, because the bread becomes Christ's 
body only to us, to them who communicate worthily, but never 
to the wicked ; and it is not Christ’s body but in the using it, and 
that worthily too. And therefore his third answer (which he uses 
first) is certainly the best; and that is the answer which Bessa- 
rion makes, “That for ought they know the order of the words 
is changed, and that the prayer should be set before, not after 
the words of consecration.” Against which although it is suffi- 
cient to oppose, that, for ought they or we know, the order is not 
changed; for to this day, and always, (so far as any record re. 
mains,) the Greeks kept the same order of the words; and the 
Greek Fathers had their sentiment and doctrine agreeable to it. 
And as in S. James his liturgy, so in the Missal said to be of 
S.Clement, the same order is observed; and after the words of 
the institution or declaration, God is invocated to send his Holy 
Spirit to make the oblation to become the body and blood of 
Christ. And in pursuance of this, Justin Martyr calls it> rv 
dv ebyis edxapioTnOcioay tpodpiy—and Origen¢, dprobs cvvayvope- 
vous da THY ebxjv—ad quorum preces Christi corpus sanguisque 
conjicitur, said S. Hierom—and S. Austin calls the sacrament 
prece mystica consecratum : but of this thing 1 have given an ac- 
count in other places’. The use I make of it nowis this; That 
the church of Rome is not only forward to decree things uncer- 
tain, or to take them for granted which they can never prove, 
but when she is by chance, or interest, or mistake, fallen upon a 
proposition, she will not endure any one to oppose it ; and, indeed, 
if she did suffer a change in this particular, not only a great part 
of their Thomistical theology would be found out to be sandy and 
inconsistent, but the whole doctrine of transubstantiation would 
have no foundation. True it is, this is a new doctrine in the 
church of Rome ; for Amularius affirms, that the apostles did con- 
secrate only by benediction; and pope Innocent the Third, and 
pope Innocent the Fourth, taught that Christ did not consecrate 
by the words of Hoe est corpus meum; go that the doctrine is 
new; and yet I make no question he that shall now say so shall 
not be accounted a catholic. 

But the instances are many of this nature, not necessary to be 
enumerated, because they are notorious; and when the Questi- 
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ones Disputate, as S. Thomas Aquinas calls a volume of his Dis- 
putations, are (at least many of them) passed into catholic 
propositions, and become the general doctrine of their church, 
they do not so much insist upon the nature of the propositions, 
as the securing of that authority by which they are taught. If 
any man dissent in the doctrine of purgatory, or concomitancy, 
and the half communion, then presently Hannibal ad portas ; 
they first kill him, and then damn him (as far as they can). 
But in the great questions of predetermination, in which man’s 
duty, and the force of laws, and the powers of choice, and the 
attributes of God, are deeply concerned, they differ infinitely, 
and yet they endure the difference, and keep the communion. 
But if the heats and interests that are amongst them had hap- 
pened to be employed in this instance, they would have made a 
dissent in these questions as damnable as any other. But the 
events of salvation and damnation (blessed be God) do not de- 
pend upon the votes and sentences of men, but upon the price 
which God sets upon the propositions; and it would be consi- 
dered that there are some propositions in which men are confi- 
dent and err securely, which yet have greater influence upon the 
honour of God, or his dishonour, or upon good or bad life re- 
spectively, than many others, in which the giAompwrevovres make 
more noise and have less consideration. For these things they 
teach not as the scribes, but as having authority ; not as doctors, 
but as lawgivers; which because Christ only is, the apostles, by 
the assistance of an infallible Spirit, did publish his sanctions, but 
gave no laws of faith, but declared what Christ had made so ; 
and S. Paul was careful to leave a note of difference, with a Hoe 
dico ego, non Dominus: it follows that the church of Rome does 
dominari fidei et conscientits, make herself mistress of faith and 
consciences: which being the prerogative of God, it is part of his 
glory that he will not impart unto another. But this evil hath 
proceeded unto extremity, and armies have been raised to prove 
their propositions; and vast numbers of innocent persons have 
been put to the sword, and burnt in the fire, and exposed to 
horrible torments, for denying any of their articles ; and their 
saints have been their ensign-bearers, particularly S. Dominick ; 
and an office of torment and inquisition is erected in their most 
zealous countries. Nempe hoc est esse Christianum, this is the 
Roman manner of being Christian; and whom they can, and 
whom they cannot kill, they excommunicate, and curse, and say 
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they are damned. This is so contrary to the communion of 
saints, and so expressly against the rule of the apostle com- 
manding us to receive them that are weak in faith, but not to re- 
ceive them unto doubtful disputations ; and so ruinous to the grace 
of charity, which hopes and speaks the best, and not absolutely 
the worst thing in the world ; and so directly opposed to Christ’s 
precept, which commands us not to judge, that we be not judged ; 
and is an enemy to public peace, which is easily broken with them 
whom they think to be damned wretches; and is so forgetful of 
human infirmity; and but little considers, that in so mnumerable 
a company of old and new propositions, it is great odds but 
themselves are or may be deceived: and lastly, it is so much 
against the very law of nature, which ever permits the under- 
standing free, though neither tongue nor hand; and leaves all 
that to the Divine judgment, which ought neither to be invaded 
nor antedated ; that this evil doctrine and practice is not more 
easily reproved than it is pernicious and intolerable, and of all 
things in the world the most unlike the spirit of a Christian. I 
know that against this they have no answer to oppose, but to re- 
criminate, and say that we in the church of England do so; and 
hang their priests, and punish by fines and imprisonment their 
lay proselytes. To which the answer need not be long, or to 
trouble the order of the discourse. For, 1. We put none of 
their laity to death for their opinion; which shews that it is not 
the religion is persecuted, but some other evil appendix. 2. We 
do not put any of their priests to death who is not a native of 
the kingdoms ; but those subjects who pass over hence, and re- 
ceive orders abroad, and return with evil errands. 3. Neither 
were these so treated, until by the pope our princes were excom- 
municated, and the subjects absolved from their duty to them, 
and encouraged to take up arms against them; and that the 
English priests returned with traitorous designs, and that many 
conspiracies were discovered. 4. And lastly, when much of the 
evil and just causes of fear did cease, the severity of procedure is 
taken off, and they have more liberty than hitherto they have 
deserved. Now if any of these things can be said by the church 
of Rome in her defence, I am content she shall enjoy the benefit 
of her justification. For her rage extends to all, laity as well as 
clergy, foreign clergy as well as domestic, their own people and 
strangers, the open dissentients and the secretly suspected, those 
that are delated and those whom they can inquire of, and own that 
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which we disavow, and which if we did do, we should be reproved 
by our own sentences and public profession to the contrary. 

But now after all this, if it shall appear that the danger is on 
the part of the Roman church, and safety on our side, and yet 
that we in our censure of their doctrines are not so fierce, and in 
our fears of their final condition not so decretory and rash; then 
this doctrine of theirs against us is both the more uncharitable 
and the more unreasonable. 

1. That the church of Rome is infinitely confident they are in 
the right I easily believe, because they say they are; and they 
have causes but too many to create or to occasion that confidence 
in them: for they never will consider concerning any of their 
articles; their unlearned men not at all, their learned men only 
to confirm their own, and to confute their adversaries, whose 
arguments, though never so convincing, they are bound to look 
upon as temptations, and to use them accordingly ; which thing 
(in case they can be in an error) may prove so like the sin against 
the Holy Ghost as milk is to milk, if at least all conviction of 
error and demonstrations of truth be the effect and grace of the 
Spirit of God ; which ought very warily to be considered. 

But this confidence is no argument of truth: for they telling 
their people that they are bound to believe all that they teach 
with an assent, not equal to their proof of it, but much greater, 
even the greatest that can be, they tie them to believe it without 
reason or proof: for to believe more strongly than the argument 
infers, is to believe something without the argument; or at least 
to have some portions of faith which relies upon no argument ; 
which, if it be not effected by a supreme and more infallible 
principle, can never be reasonable: but this they supply with 
telling them that they cannot err; and this very proposition 
itself needing another supply, (for why shall they believe this, 
more than any thing else, with an assent greater than can be 
effected by their argument?) they supply this also with affright- 
ing homilies and noises of damnation. So that it is no wonder 
that the Roman people are so confident, since it is not upon the 
strength of their argument or cause, (for they are taught to be 
confident beyond that,) but it is upon the strength of passion, 
credulity, interest and fear, education and pretended authority ; 
all which, as we hope God will consider in passing his unerring 
sentence upon the poor misled people of the Roman communion, 
so we also, considering their infirmity and our own, dare not 


298 A Dissuasive from Popery. PART II. B. I, 


enter into the secret of God’s judgment concerning all or any of 
their persons, but pray for them, and offer to instruct them; we 
reprove their false doctrines, and use means to recall them from 
darkness into some more light than there they see ; but we pass 
no further; and we hope that this charity and modesty will not 
(we are sure it ought not) be turned to our reproach; for this is 
the dvoy} kal paxpodupuia’, that toleration of our erring brethren, 
and long sufferance, which we have learned from God, and it 
ought to procure repentance in them; and yet if it does not, we 
do but our duty, always remembering the words of the great 
apostle which he spake to the church of Romef, Thou art inex- 
cusable, O man, whosoever thou art that judgest another ; for in 
what thou judgest another thou condemnest thyself; and we fear, 
and every man is bound to do so too, lest the same measure of 
judgment we make to the errors of our brother be heaped up 
against our own, in case we fall into any. And the church of 
Rome should do well to consider this; for she is not the less 
likely to err, but much more, for thinking she cannot err; her 
very thinking and saying this thing being her most capital error, 
as I shall afterwards endeavour to make apparent. 1 remember 
that Paganinus Gaudentius, a Roman gentleman, tells that Theo- 
dore Beza, being old, and coming into the camp of Henry the 
IVth of France, was asked by some whether he were sure that 
he followed the true religion. He modestly answered, that he 
did daily pray to God to direct him with his Holy Spirit, and to 
give him a light from heaven to guide him. Upon which answer, 
because they expounded it to be in Beza uncertainty and irre- 
solution, he says that many who heard him took that hint, and 
became Roman catholics. It is strange it should be so, that one 
man’s modesty should make another man bold; and that the 
looking upon a sound eye should make another sore. But so it 
is, that in the church of Rome very ill use is made of our charity 
and modesty. However, I shall give a true account of the whole 
affair as it stands, and then leave it to be considered. 


SECTION VIII. 
The insecurity of the Roman religion. 


I. As to the security which is pretended in the church of Rome, 
it is confidence rather than safety, as I have already said ; but 
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if we look upon the propositions themselves, we find that there 
is more danger in them than we wish there were. I ha.2 already, 
in the preface to the first part, instanced in some particulars, in 
which the church of Rome hath suffered infirmity, and fallen into 
error; and the errors are such which the Fathers of the church 
(for we meddle not with any such judgment) call damnable. As 
for example; to “add any thing to scriptures, or to introduce 
into the faith any thing that is not written;” or to call any 
“thing divine, that is not in the authority of the holy scriptures ;” 
which, Tertullian says, ‘“‘ whosoever does may fear the woe pro- 
nounced in scripture against adders and detractors;” and S. Basil 
says, is ‘a manifest note of infidelity, and a most certain sign of 
pride ;” and others add, it “is an evil heart of immodesty, and 
most vehemently forbidden by the apostles.” Against the testi- 
monies then brought, some little cavils were made, and many evil 
words of railing published, which I have not only washed off in 
the second section of this second part, but have, to my thinking, 
clearly proved them guilty of doing ill in this question, and reced- 
ing from the rule of the primitive church; and have added many 
other testimonies concerning the main inquiry, to which the weak 
answers offered can no way be applied, and to which the more 
learned answers of Bellarmine and Perron are found insufficient; 
as it there is made to appear. So that I know nothing remains 
to them to be considered, but whether or no the primitive and 
holy Fathers were too zealous in condemning this doctrine and 
practice of the Roman church too severely. We are sure the 
thing which the Fathers so condemn is done without warrant, 
and contrary to all authentic precedents of the purest and holiest 
ages of the church, and greatly derogatory to the dignit, and 
fulness of scripture ; and infinitely dangerous to the church for 
the intromitting the doctrines of men into the canon of faith; 
and a great diminution to the reputation of that providence, by 
which it is certain the church was to be secured in the records of 
salvation ; which could not be done by any thing so well as by 
writing what was to be kept inviolate; especially in the proposi- 
tions of faith, relying oftentimes upon a word, and a phrase, and 
a manner of expression, which in the infinite variety of reporters 
might too easily suffer change. Thus far we can safely argue 
concerning the error of the church of Rome; and to this, not we, 
but the Fathers, add a severe censure. And when some of these 
censures were set down by way of caution and warning, not of 
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judgment and final sentence, it seems a wonder to me how these 
gentlemen of the Roman communion, that wrote against the 
bookg, should recite all these terrible sayings out of the Fathers 
against their superaddition of articles to the faith contained in 
scriptures, and be so little concerned as to read them with a 
purpose only to find fault with the quotations, and never be 
smitten with a terror of the judgment which the Fathers pro- 
nounce against them that do so. Just as if a man, being ready 
to perish in a storm, should look up and down the ship to see if 
the little paintings were exact; or as if a man, in a terrible clap 
of thunder, should consider whether he ever heard so unmusical 
a sound, and never regard his own danger. 2. The same is the 
case in their dproddrpe.a, worshipping of consecrated bread: in 
which if they be not deceived, all the reason and all the senses of 
all the men in the world are deceived; and if they be deceived, 
then it is certain they give Divine worship to what they naturally 
eat and drink; and how great a provocation of God that is, 
they cannot but know by the whole analogy of the Old and New 
Testament, and even by natural reason itself, and all the dictates 
of religion which God hath written in our hearts. On the other 
side, if we consider that if the Divine worship they intend to 
Christ were passed immediately to him sitting in heaven, and not 
through that blessed thing upon the altar, but directly and pri- 
marily to him whose passion there is represented, and the benefits 
of whose death are there offered and exhibited, there could be no 
diminution of any right due to Christ. Nay, to them who con- 
sider, that in the first institution and tradition of it to the apo- 
stles, Christ’s body was still whole and unbroken, and separate 
from the bread, and could not then be transubstantiate, and pass 
from itself into what it was not before, and yet remain still itself 
what it was before; and that neither Christ did command the 
apostles to worship, neither did they worship, any thing but God 
the Father at that time; it must needs seem to be a prodigious 
venture of their souls, to change that action into a needless and 
ungrounded superstition: especially since after Christ’s ascension 
his body is not only in heaven, which must contain it until his com- 
img to judgment, but is so changed, so immaterial, or spiritual, 
that it is not capable of being broken by hands or teeth. In not 
adoring that which we see to be bread, we can be as safe as the 
apostles were, who (that we find) did not worship it; but in 
& Letter, and Truth will Out, &c. 
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giving Divine honours to it, we can be no more safe (in case their 
proposition be amiss) than he that worships the sun, because he 
verily believes he is the God of heaven. A good meaning in this 
case will not justify his action; not only because he hath enough 
to instruct him better, and to bring him to better understanding, 
but especially because he may mean as well, if he worships Christ 
in heaven, ad sua templa oculis, animo ad sua numina spectans ; 
yea, and better, when he does actually worship Christ at that 
time, directing the worship to him in heaven; and would termi- 
nate his worship on the host, if he were sure it were Christ, or 
were commanded so to do. Add to this, that to worship Christ 
is an affirmative precept; and, so it be done in wisdom, and 
holiness, and love, in all just ways of address to him, in praying 
to him, reciting his prayers, giving him thanks, trusting in him, 
hoping in him, and loving him with the best love of obedience ; 
not to bow the knee, hic ef nunc, when we fear to displease him 
by so doing, cannot be a sin, because for that hic ef nunc there is 
no commandment at all. And after all, if we will suppose that 
the doctrine of transubstantiation were true, yet. because the 
priest that consecrates may indeed secretly have received invalid 
orders, or have evil intention, or there may be some undiscernible 
nullity in the whole economy and ministration, so that no man of 
the Roman communion can say, that by Divine faith he believes 
that this host is at this time transubstantiated, but only hath 
conjectures and ordinary suppositions that it is so, and that he 
does not certainly know the contrary. He that certainly gives 
Divine honour to that which is not certain to be the body of 
Christ runs into a danger too great to promise to himself he 
shall be safe. Some there are who go further yet, and consider, 
that the church of Rome say only that the bread is changed into 
the body of Christ, but not into his soul; for then the same 
bread would be at the same time both material and immaterial ; 
and that if it were, that to give honours absolutely Divine to the 
humanity of Christ, abstracted from consideration of his Divinity, 
into which certainly the bread is not transubstantiated, is too 
near the doctrine of the Socinians, who suppose the humanity to 
be absolutely deified, and Divine honours to be due to Christ, as 
a man whom God hath exalted above every name. But if they 
say that they worship the body in concretion with the Divinity, 
it is certain that may be done at all times by looking up to hea- 
ven in all our religious addresses, And therefore that is the safe 
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way, and that is the way of the church of England. The other 
way, viz. of the church of Rome, at the best is full of dangers, and 
qui amat periculumn peribit in illo, was the Wise Man’s caution. 

3. The like to this is the practice of the church of Rome in 
worshipping angels, which as it is nowhere commanded in the 
New Testament, so it is expressly forbidden by an angel himself 
twice, to S. John}, adding an unalterable reason, for J am thy 
fellow-servant, worship God ; or as some ancient copies read it, 
worship Jesus: meaning that, although in the Old Testament 
the patriarchs and prophets did bow before the angels that 
appeared to them as God’s ambassadors, and in the person of 
God; and to which they were greatly inclined, because their 
law was given by angels; yet when God had exalted the Son of 
man to be the Lord of men and angels, we are all fellow-servants; 
and they are not to receive religious worship as before, nor we 
to pay it them. And by this we understand the reproof which 
S. Paul makes of the Gnosticsi, of whose practice he forewarns 
the Christians that they suffer not themselves to be deceived by 
the worshipping of angels. Now by these authorities it is plain, 
that it can at least be no duty to worship angels, and therefore 
they that do it not cannot be blamed: but if these words mean 
here as they do in all other places, there is at least great danger 
to do it. 

4, And of the like danger is invocation of saints, which if it 
be no more than a mere desire to them to pray for us, why is it 
expressed in their public offices in words that differ not from our 
prayers to God? If it be more, it creates in us, or is apt to create 
in us, confidence in the creatures; it relies upon that which 
S. Paul used as an argument against worship of angels, and that 
is, intruding tuto those things we understand not; for it pretends to 
know their present state, which is hid from our eyes; and it pro- 
ceeds upon the very reason upon which the Gnostics and the 
Valentinians went; that is, that it is fit to have mediators be- 
tween God and us; that we may present our prayers to them, 
and they to God. To which add, that the church of Rome, pre- 
senting candles and other donaries to the Virgin Mary as to the 
queen of heaven, do that which the Collyridians did; the gift is 
only differing, as candle and cake, gold and garments, this vow 
or that vow. All which being put together makes a dangerous 
liturgy, not like to the worship and devotion used in the primi- 


h Rev. xxii. i Col. ii. 


8. VILL. Insecurity of the Roman Religion. 303 


tive church, but so like to what is forbidden in scripture that it 
is much the worse. The advantage got by these things cannot 
countervail the evil of the suspicion; and the wit of them that 
do so cannot by a secure answer escape the force of a prohibition; 
and therefore 1t were infinitely more safe to let it alone, and to 
invocate and adore him only who is warp rév aidve», “the father 
of the sones,” the father of men and angels, and God, through 
Jesus Christ ; and that answers all objections. 

5. What good does the worship of images do to the souls of 
Christians? What glory is done to God by being represented in 
little shapes and human or fantastic figures? What scripture 
did ever command it? What prophet did not reprove it? Is it 
not in all appearance and grammatical and proper understanding 
of words, forbidden by an express commandment of God? Is there 
any duty incumbent on us to do it? Certainly, all the arts of witty 
men of the Roman side are little enough, and much too little, to 
prove that it is lawful to make and worship them ; and the dis- 
tinctions and elusions, the tricks and artifices are so many, that 
it is a great piece of impertinent learning to remember them, 
and no small trouble to understand them; and they that most 
need the distinctions (that is, the common people) cannot use 
them; and at the best it is very hard to think it lawful, but 
very easy to understand that it is forbidden, and most easy to 
be assured it is very innocent to let it alone. “Where an image 
is, there is no religion,” said Lactantius ; and “ we ought rather 
to die than to pollute our faith with such impieties,” said Origen. 
Now let us suppose that these Fathers speak against the heathen 
superstition of worshipping the images of their gods* ; certainly 
if it was a fault in them, it is worse in Christians who have 
received so many commands to the contrary, and who are tied 
to worship the Father in spirit and in truth, and were never per- 
mitted to worship him by an image. And true it is, that images 
are more fit for false gods than for the true God, the Father of 
spirits ; the superstition of images is more proportioned to the 
idolatry of false gods than to true religion, and the worship of 
him whom eye hath not seen, and cannot see, nor heart can com- 
prehend. And it is a vain elusion to say that these Fathers 
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did not severely censure the use of images among Christians ; 
for all that time among the Christians there was no use of images 
at all in religion; and for the very reasons by which they con- 
demned the heathen superstition of image-worship, for the same 
reasons they would never endure it at all amongst Christians. 
But then if this be so highly criminal, (as these ancient Fathers 
say,) I desire it may be considered for what pretended reasons 
the church of Rome should not only permit, but allow and de- 
cree, and urge the use of images in their religious adorations. 
If it be only for instruction of the laity, that might be better 
supplied by catechisings and frequent homilies; and if instruc- 
tion be intended, then the single statues are less useful; but 
histories and hieroglyphies are to be painted upon tables; and 
in them, I suppose, there would be less temptation of doing 
abomination. But when the images, simple or mixed, are paint- 
ed or carved, the people must be told what their meaning is ; 
and then they will not need such books, who may with less 
danger learn their lesson by heart; and besides this, they are 
told strange stories of the saints whose images they see, and of 
the images themselves that represent the saints; and then it 
may be these laymen’s books may teach them things that they 
must unlearn again. But yet if they be useful for instruction, 
what benefit is done to our spirits by giving them adoration ? 
That God will accept it as an honour done to himself he hath 
nowhere told us, and he seems often to have told us the contrary ; 
and if it be possible by man’s wit to acquit this practice from 
being (what the prophets so highly reprove) spiritual whoredom, 
in giving God’s due to an image, yet it can never be proved to 
be a part of that worshipping of God in spirit and in truth which 
he requires. And though it would never have been believed in 
Origen’s, Tertullian’s, or Lactantius’s days, that ever there would 
arise a sort of Christians that should contend earnestly for the 
worshipping images, or that ever the heathen way of worship, 
viz. of what they called God, by an image, should become a great 
part of Christianity, or that a couneil of bishops should decree 
the worship of images as an article of faith, or that they should 
think men should be damned for denying worship to images; yet 
after all this, when it is considered that the worshipping of images 
by Christians is so great a scandal to the Indians, that they think 
themselves justified in their religion by this; and so great a scan- 
dal to Jews and Turks, that they hate Christianity itself for that 
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very reason ; it is a strange pertinacy in the church of Rome to 
retain this practice for so little pretensions of good, and with so 
evident a mischief. To which if this be added, that many of the 
ruder people do downright worship the image without a distine- 
tion or scruple or difference ; and that, for ought we know, many 
souls perish by such practices, which might be secured by the 
taking away the images and forbidding the superstition; I for 
my part cannot imagine how the guides of souls ean answer it to 
God, or satisfy their consciences in their so vilely and cheaply 
regarding souls, and permitting them to live in danger and die 
in sin, for no spiritual good which can accrue to the church which 
can countervail the danger, much less the loss of one soul. How- 
ever, it will be very hard from any principle of Christian religion 
to prove it is a damnable sin not to worship images; but every 
man that can read hath very much to say, that to worship them 
is a provocation of God to anger and to jealousy. 

6. Thus also it must needs be confessed, that it is more safe 
for the church of God to give the holy communion in both kinds 
than but in one; and Bellarmine’s foolish reason, of the wine 
sticking to laymen’s beards, is as ridiculous as the doctrine it- 
self is unreasonable ; and if they would shave laymen’s beards 
as they do the clergy, it would be less inconvenience than 
what they now feel; and if there be no help for it, they had 
better lose their beards than lose their share of the blood of 
Christ. And what need is there to dispute such uncertain and 
unreasonable propositions, as that Christ’s blood is with the body 
by way of concomitancy, as if the sacrament were not of Christ’s 
body broken, and the blood poured out; and as if, in case it be 
so, Christ did not know, or not consider it, but, for all that, in- 
stituted the supper in both kinds. And what more is gotten by 
the host alone, than by that and the chalice too? And what can 
be answered to the pious desires of so many nations to have the 
chalice restored, when they ask for nothing but their part of the 
legacy which Christ left them in his testament? And the church 
of Rome, which takes upon her to be sole executrix, or at least 
overseer of it, tells them that the legacy will do them no good ; 
and keeps it from them, by telling them it is not necessary, nay, 
it is worse than so; for when in the time of the council of Trent, 
instance was made ‘that leave might be given to such as desire it; 
the oracle was uttered by the cardinal of Alexandria}, but was 
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given after the old manner, so that no man was the better. For 
no man was capable of receiving the favour but he that professed 
he did not believe it necessary; and then there could be no great 
reason to desire it: he that thought he needed it could not re- 
ceive it; and he that found no want of it, in all reason would not 
be importunate for it, and then he should be sure not to have it: 
so that in effect there were two sorts of persons denied it; those 
that required ft, and those that did not require it. And to what 
Christian grace to refer the wisdom and piety of this answer, I 
eannot yet learn: neither can I yet imagine why the cardinal 
S. Angelo should call “ giving the cup to the laity, a giving them 
a cup of deadly poison™ ;” since certain it is, that the blood of 
Christ is a@ savour of life, and not of death; and as the French 
ambassador replied, “ The apostles who did give it were not im- 
poisoners; and the many ages of the primitive church did receive 
it with very great emolument and spiritual comfort.” To this I 
know it will be said by some, who cannot much defend their 
ehurch in the thing itself, that it is no great matter ; and if all 
things else were accorded, this might be dispensed withal ; and 
the pope could give leave to the respective churches to have ac- 
cording as it might be expedient, and fit for edification. But 
this will not serve the turn; for first, the thing itself is no small 
matter, but of greatest concernment. It is the sacramental blood 
of Christ. The holy bread cannot be the sacrament of the blood; 
and if Christ did not esteem it as necessary to leave a sacrament 
of his blood as of his body, he would not have done it; and if he 
did think it as necessary, certainly it was so. But, 2, suppose 
the matter be small; why then shall a schism be made by him 
that would be thought the great father of Christians? and all 
Christendom almost displeased and offended, rather than he will 
comply with their desires of having nothing but what Christ left 
them? If the thing be but little, why do they take a course to 
make it (as they suppose) damnation to desire it? And if it be 
said, because it is heresy to think the church hath erred all this 
while in denying it, to this the answer will be easy, that them- 
selves who did deny it have given the occasion, and not they who 
do desire it: neither have all the Christian churches denied it; 
for I think none but the Roman church does; and if the Roman 
church by granting it now to her own children will be supposed 
to have erred in denying it, to continue this denial will not cure 
m -Tbid. 
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that inconvenience ; for that which at first was but an error will 
now become heresy, if they be pertinacious in the refusal. But 
if it were not for political and human considerations, and secular 
interests, there will be little question but that it will be safer and 
more agreeable to Christ’s institution, and the apostolical doc- 
trine, and the primitive practice, to grant it lovingly than to 
detain it sacrilegiously: for at least the detention will look like 
sacrilege; and the granting it cannot but be a fatherly and pious 
ministration; especially since when it is granted all parties are 
pleased, and no man’s authority real or pretended is questioned. 
But whatever become of this consideration, which is nothing but 
a charitable desire, and way of peace with our adversaries, and 
a desire to win them by our not intermeddling with their unalter- 
able and pertinacious interest; yet as to the thing itself, it is 
certain, that to communicate in both kinds is justifiable by the 
institution of Christ, and the perpetual practice of the church 
for many ages; which thing certainly is or ought to be the greatest 
rule for the church’s imitation. And if the church of Rome had 
this advantage against us in any article, as 1 hope there would 
not be found so much pertinacy amongst us as to resist the power 
of such an argument, so it is certain there would not be amongst 
them so much modesty as to abstain from the most absolute 
triumph and the fiercest declamations: in the meantime our 
safety in this article also is visible and notorious. Against the 
saying of S. Ambrose, which in the preface to the first part I 
brought to reprove this practice, those who thought themselves 
obliged to object, will find the quotation justified in the section 
of the half-communion ; to which I refer the reader. 

7. What a strange uncharitableness is it to believe and teach, 
that poor babes descending from Christian parents, if they die 
unbaptized, shall never sce the face of God, and that of such 2s not 
the kingdom of heaven! The church of England enjoins the parents 
to bring them, and her priests to baptize them, and punishes the 
neglect where it is criminal, and yet teaches no such fierce and 
uncharitable proposition, which can serve no end, but what may 
with less damage and affrightment be very well secured ; and to 
distrust God’s goodness to the poor infants, whose fault it could 
not be that they were not baptized; and to amerce their no-fault 
with so great a fine, even the loss of all the good which they 
could receive from Him that created them and loves them, 
is such a playing with heads, and a regardless treatment of 
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souls, that for charity sake and common humanity we dare 
not mingle in their councils. But if we err, it is on the safer 
side; it is on the one side of mercy and charity. These seven 
particulars are not trifling considerations; but as they have 
great influence into the event of souls, so they are great parts of 
the Roman religion as they have pleased to order religion at this 
day. I might instance in many more, if I thought it necessary, 
or did not fear they would think me inquisitive for objections ; 
therefore I shall add no more; only I profess myself’ to wonder 
at the obstinacy of the Roman prelates, that will not consent 
that the liturgy of their church should be understood by the 
people. They have some pretence of politic reason why they 
forbid the translation of the scriptures, though all wise men 
know they have other reasons than what they pretend, yet this 
also would be considered ; that if the people did read the scrip- 
tures, and would use that liberty well, they might receive infinite 
benefit by them; and that if they did abuse that liberty, it were 
the people's fault, and not the rulers’; but that they are forbid- 
den, that is the rulers’ fault and not the people’s: but for prohi- 
biting the understanding of their public, and sometimes of many 
of their private devotions, there can be no plausible pretence, no 
excuse of policy, no end of piety; and if the church of England 
be not in this also of the surer side, then we know nothing, but 
all the reason of all mankind is fallen asleep. 

Well, however these things have at least very much pro- 
bability in them; yet for professing these things according 
to the scriptures and catholic tradition and right reason, (as 
will be further demonstrated in the following paragraphs.) 
they call us heretics, and sentence us with damnation; with 
damnation, I say, for not worshipping of images; for not calling 
the sacramental bread our God and Saviour" ; for not teaching 
for doctrines the commandments of men; for not equalling the 
sayings of men to the sayings of God; for not worshipping 
angels; for not putting trust in saints, and speaking to dead 
persons, who are not present; and for offering to desire to 
receive the communion as Christ gave it to his disciples, and they 
to all to whom they preached. If these be causes of damnation, 
what shall become of them that do worship images, and that do 
take away half of the sacrament from the people, to whom Christ 
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left it; and keep knowledge from them, and will not suffer the 
most of them to pray with the understanding; and worship 
angels, and make dead men their guardians, and erect altars, 
and make vows, and give consumptive offerings to saints, real 
or imaginary? Now truly, we know not what shall become of 
them ; but we pray for them as men not without hope: only as 
long as we can, we repeat the words of our blessed Saviour, 
He that breaks one of the least commandments, and teaches men 
so, shall be called the least in the kingdom of heaven?. 


SECTION IX. 


That the church of Rome does teach for doctrines the command- 
ments of men. 


Tue former charge hath occasioned this, which is but an 
instance of their adding to the Christian faith new articles upon 
their own authority. And here, first, I shall represent what is 
intended in the reproof which our blessed Saviour made of the 
Pharisees, saying, they taught for doctrines the commandments 
of men. And, secondly, I shall prove that the church of Rome 
is guilty of it, and the church of England is not. 

I. The words of our blessed Saviour are to be understood 
cuvOetixds, or conjunctively ; that is, I vain do ye worship me, 
teaching doctrines and commandments of men? ; that is, things 
which men only have delivered: and if these once be esteemed 
to be a worshipping of God, it is paratov o€Bacpe, “a vain wor- 
ship.” Now this expressed itself in two degrees: the first was in 
overvaluing human ordinances; that is, equalling them to Divine 
commandments; exacting them by the same measures by which 
they require obedience to God’s laws, and this with a pretended 
zeal for God’s honour and service. ‘Thus the Pharisees were 
noted and reproved by our blessed Saviour. 

1. The things of decency, or indifferent practices, were coun- 
selled by their forefathers ; in process of time they became ap- 
proved by use and custom; and then their doctors denied their 
communion to them that omitted them, found out new reasons 
for them, were severe in their censures concerning the causes of 
their omission, would approve none, no not the cases and excep- 
tions of charity or piety. And this is instanced in their washings 
of cups and platters, and the outside of dishes ; which either was 
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at first instituted for cleanliness and decency, or else as being 
symbolical to the purifications in the law: but they changed the 
scene, enjoined it as necessity ; were scandalized at them that 
used it not; practised it with a frequency, passing into an intole- 
rable burden; insomuch that at the marriage of Cana in Galilee 
there were six watcrpots set after the manner of the purification 
of the Jews; because they washed often in the time of their 
meals; and then they put new reasons, and did it for other 
causes than were in the first institution. , And although these 
washings might have been used without violation of any com- 
mandment of God, yet even by this tradition they made God’s 
commandment void, by making this necessary, and imposing these 
useless and unnecessary burdens on their brethren, by making 
snares for consciences, and making religion and the service of 
God to consist in things indifferent. So they made void God’s 
commandment by turning religion into superstition. 

2. Whereas human laws, customs, and traditions, may oblige in 
public, and for order sake and dcceney, and for reputation and 
avoiding seandal, and to give testimony of obedionce; and are 
not violated if they be omitted without scandal and contempt 
and injury, with a probable reason: yet to think they oblige 
beyond what man ean scc, or judge, or punish, or feel, is to give to 
human laws the estimate which is due to Divine laws. So did 
the Pharisees: Quicquid sapientes vetant palam fier, id etiam in 
penetralibus velitum est, said rabbi Bachai. But this is the pre- 
rogative of Divine laws, which oblige as much in private as in 
publie ; because God equally secs in the closet and in the temple : 
mon cannot do this, and therefore cannot make laws to bind, 
where they can have no cognizance and no concern. 

3. Human authority is to command according to its own 
rate; that is, at the rate of human understanding, where the 
obedience may be possibly deficient, because the understanding 
is fallible. But the Divine authority is infallible and absolute 
and supreme; and therefore our obedience to it must be as 
absolute, perpetual, and indeficient. But the Pharisees had a 
saying, and their practice was accordingly: Si dizerint scribe 
dextram case simistrum, et sinistram esse dextram, audi eos, said 
the forenamed rabbi. 

II. The second degree in which this expressed itself among 
the Pharisees was, that they did not only equal, but preferred 
the commandments of men before the commands of God: Plus 
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est in verbis scribarum quam in verbis legisd; and of this the 
instance that our blessed Saviour gives is in the case of the 
Corban, and not relieving their parents: Sacrum erit quicquid 
paravero in futurum ad os patris™ ; “ If they said it was dedicated, 
their father’s hungry belly might not be relieved by it.” And this 
our blessed Saviour calls, as being the highest degree of this su- 
perstition, a making the commandment of God of no effect by their 
tradition: this does it directly, as the other did it by necessary 
and unavoidable consequence. 

Now that the church of Rome is greatly guilty of this criminal 
way of teaching and misleading the consciences of her disciples, 
will appear in these (amongst many other) instances. 


SECTION X. 
Of the Seal of Confession. 


1. I First instance in their seal of confession; and the ques- 
tion is not, whether a priest is to take care of his penitent’s fame, 
or whether he be not in all prudent and pious ways to be careful, 
lest he make that intercourse odious; for certainly he is: but 
whether the seal of confession be so sacred and impregnable that 
it is not to be opened in the imminent danger of a king or king- 
dom; or for the doing the greatest good or avoiding the greatest 
evil in the world ; that is now the question; and such a broad 
seal as this is no part of the Christian religion, was never spoken 
of by the prophets or apostles in the Old or the New Testament, 
never was so much as mentioned in the books of the ancient 
‘Fathers and Doctors, not so much as named in the ancient 
councils of the church, and was not heard of until after the 
time of pope Gregory the VIIth. Now how this is determined 
and practised in the church of Rome we may quickly see. The 
first direct rule in the western church we find in this affair is 
the canon of the Lateran council, cap. Onnis utriusque’, in which 
to confess at Easter was made an ecclesiastical law; and as an 
appendix to it, this caution, Caveat autem omnino, he rerbo aut 
signo aut alio quovis modo aliquatenus prodat peccatorem: sed si 
prudentiore consilio indiguerit, illud absque ulla expressione persone 
requirat. This law concerning them that do confess their secret 
sins to a priest in order to counsel, comfort, and pardon from 
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God by his ministry, is very prudent and pious; and it relates 
only to the person, not to the crimes; these may upon the 
account of any doubt, or the advantage of better counsel and 
instruction, be revealed; the person upon such accounts may 
not, nisi veritas aut obedientia aliud exigat, as S. Bonaventure 
said wellt; “unless truth or obedience require the contrary ;” 
for indeed the person is not often so material as to the inquiry 
of future counsel or present judgment, as the greatness and 
other circumstances of the sin. But this was an ancient eccle- 
siastival rule, as we find it related by Sozomen", Presbyterum 
aliquem vite integritate quam maxime spectabilem, secretorum 
etiam tenacem ac sapientem huie officio prefecerunt ; “ a peniten- 
tiary priest was appointed for the penitents, a man that was of 
good life, wise, and secret.” So far was well, and agreeable to 
common prudence and natural reason, and the words of Solomon*, 
Qui ambulat fraudulenter revelat arcanum, qui autem jfidelis est 
celat amict commissum. There is in this case some more reason 
than in ordinary secrets; but still the obligation is the same, 
and to be governed by prudence, and is subject to contradiction 
by greater causes. The same also is the law in the Greek 
church mentioned by S. Basily, “ Our Fathers permitted not 
that women that had committed adultery, and were penitent, 
should be delated in public?.”. This is the whole ground and 
foundation on which the seal of confession does or can rely, 
save only that in several churches there were several laws in 
after-ages to the same purpose, and particularly in the 11th 
canon of the church of England, adding also the penalty of 
irregularity to every priest that shall reveal any thing committed 
to him in private confession, but with this proviso, that it be not 
binding in such cases where the concealment is made capital by 
the laws of the kingdom ; which because it is very strict, and 
yet very prudent, I shall make it appear that the church of 
England walks wisely in it, and according to the precedents of 
the ancient catholic church, in commanding the seal to be broken 
up in some cases; and yet she hath restrained it more than for- 
merly was observed in the churches of God. 

Burchard expressly affirms’, that before the Nicene council the 
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penitentiary priest might publish what he heard in confessions, if 
it were for the good of the penitent, or for the greatness of the 
crime it seemed fit to the confessor. 

And that he says true we have sufficient testimony from 
Origen’: Tantumiodo circumspice diligentius cui debeas confiteri 
peccatum turin Si intellexerit et previderit talem esse lan- 
guoren, tuum gui in conventu totius ecclesice exponi debeat et curari, 
ex quo fortassis et ceetert edificarit poterunt, et tu tpse facile sanari, 
multa hoe deliberatione et satis perito medica illius consilio procu- 
randum est. By which words he affirms, 1. That it was in the 
power of the confessor to command the publication of certain 
crimes; 2. That though it was not lightly to be done, yet upon 
great reason it might; 3.That the spiritual good of the penitent, 
and the edification of others, were causes sufficient for the pub- 
lication; 4. That of these the confessor was judge; 5. That this 
was no otherwise done by the consent of the party, but because 
he was bound to consent when the confessor enjoined it; and 
the matter is evident in the case of the incestuous Corinthian ; 
who either was restored without private confession, or, if he was 
not, S. Paul caused it to be published in the church, and sub- 
mitted the man to the severest discipline and yet public, that was 
then or since in the world. The like to this we find in a Decretal 
Epistle of pope Leo¢; for when some confessors, exceeding the 
ancient ecclesiastical rule, were not so prudent and deliberate in 
conducting their penitents as formerly they were, but commanded 
that all their whole confessions should be written down and pub- 
licly read, he says, ‘“ Though the plenitude of faith might be 
laudable, that is not afraid to blush in public, yet the confession 
is sufficient, if it be made in secret first to God, and then to the 
priest; and adds, Non omnium hujusmodi sunt peccata, ut ea que 
ponitentiuimn poscunt, non timeant publicare ; ** All sins are not of 
that nature that are fit to be published ;” and therefore remove- 
atur tam improbabilis consuetudo; “let such a reprovable custom 
be taken away” In which words of S. Leo we find, 1, that the 
seal of confession (as at this day it is understood at Rome) was 
no such inviolable and religious secret ; for by a contrary custom 
it was too much broken, 2. That he blames not the publication 
of some sins, but that they indiscriminately did publish all. 
3. That the nature of some sins did not permit it; for (as he 
adds afterwards) ‘‘ men by this means were betrayed to the 
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malice of their enemies, who would bring them before tribunals 
in some cases.” 4. That this was not spoken in case of public 
crimes, delated, and brought into public notice, but such as were 
spoken in private confession. And here I cannot but desire 
there had been some more ingenuity in Bellarmine, who, relating 
to this Epistle of S. Leo, affirms4, that S. Leo says, “ It is 
against the apostolical rule to reveal secret sins declared in con- 
fession ;”’ when it is plain that S. Leo only blames the custom 
of revealing all; saying, that all sins are not of that nature as 
to be fit to be revealed. And by these precedent authorities 
we shall the easier understand that famous fact of Nectarius, 
who abolished the custom of having sins published in the church, 
and therefore took away the penitentiary priest, whose office was 
(as I proved cut of Origen, Sozomen, and Burchard) to enjoin 
the publication of some sins according to his discretion. It hap- 
pened in Constantinople that a foul fact was committed, and it 
was published in the ears of the people, and a tumult was raised 
about it, and the remedy was, that Nectarius took away the office 
and the custom together: Consulentibus quibusdam ut unicuique 
liberum permitteret, prout sibi ipse conscius esset et confideret, ad 
mysteriorum communionem accedere, penitentiarium iUlum presby- 
terum exauthoravit; “ Every man was thenceforth left to his liberty, 
according to the dictate and confidence of his own conscience, 
to come to the communion ; and this afterwards passed into a 
rite: for the manners of men growing degenerate, and worse sins 
being now confessed than, as he supposes, formerly they had 
been; the judges having been more severe, and the people more 
modest, it was fit enough that this custom, upon the occasion of 
such a scandal, and so much mischief like to follow it, should be 
laid aside wholly ; and so it was.” Here is a plain story, truly 
told by Sozomen, and the matter is easy to be understood. But 
Bellarmine, seeing the practice and doctrine of the church of 
Rome pinched by it, makes a distinction (derived from the pre- 
sent custom of his church) of public confession and private, saying, 
“ That Nectarius took away the public and not the private.” 
This I shall have occasion to discuss in the next section. I am 
now only to speak concerning the seal of confession; which from 
this authority is apparent was not such a sacred thing, but that 
it was made wholly to minister to the public and private edifica- 
tion of the penitent, and the whole church. 
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Thus this affair stood in the primitive church. In descending 
ages, when private confessions grew frequent, and were converted 
into a sacrament, the seal also was made more tenacious; and 
yet by the discipline of the church, there were divers cases in 
which the seal might be broken up. 1. There is a famous gloss 
in cap.*Tua nos, lib. 4. Decretal. tit.1. De Sponsalibus et Matri- 
monio; where the pope, answering to a question concerning a 
pretended contract of marriage, says, that the marriage is good, 
unless the inquiring bishop of Brescia could have assured him 
that the man did never consent, or intend the marriage, Quod 
qualiter tibt constiterit, non videmus: the gloss upon these words 
says, Imo bene potuit constare; quia vir tlle hoc et confitebatur, 
“The bishop might well know it, because the man had confessed 
it to him, or because he had revealed it to him in penitential con- 
fession. For though in judicial confession before a tribunal no 
man is to be believed to the prejudice of a third person, yet in 
penitential confession he is to be believed ; because it is not to 
be supposed that he then is unmindful of his salvation.” Where 
the gloss observing that he did or might have received it in con- 
fession, and yet make use cf it in consultation with his superiors, 
and upon that answer was to pronounce it to be or not to be a 
marriage, and to treat the persons accordingly; it follows that 
the thing itself might be revealed for the good of the penitent’s 
soul; and this was done by the cardinal of S. Laurence, in the 
case of a woman introducing a supposititious child to the inheri- 
tance of her husband¢; and this revelation of the confession pro- 
duced a Decretal Epistle from the pope in that particular case ; 
and of this the doctors give this reason; because a thing so 
odious, and that would bring so certain ruin to souls, might not 
be permitted with so great scandal and so great mischief. 2.And 
that confession may be revealed for the regulating a doubtful 
case of marriage, is the opinion of many great canonists. 3.That 
it may be revealed in the case of heresy confessed, I think there 
was no doubt of it at any time. 4. And that every confessor 
may reveal the confession by the penitent’s leave, is taught by 
Durandus, Almain, Medina, and Navar; and generally by all 
the ancient scholars of S. Thomas. Now if a law be made that 
in certain cases the confessor shall publish the confession, then 
every man's consent is involved in it, as his private right is in 
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the public interest, of which it is a part, and to which it is sub- 
ordinate, and must yield. But who pleases to see how this affair 
once did stand in the church of Rome, and more especially in 
the catholic church, if he be not yet, may be satisfied by the 
proofs which Altisiodorensis gives of the lawfulness of publishing 
confessions in certain cases. 5. Lastly, if a sinful intention of 
committing a grievous crime be revealed in confession, and the 
person confessing cannot desist from, or will not alter his purpose; 
then that the seal of confession may be broken open, is affirmed 
by Alexander of Ales‘, by the Summa Angelicas, which also 
reckons five cases more, in which it is lawful to reveal con- 
fessions. The same also is taught by Panormitan, Hostiensis', 
the Summa Sylvestrina*, and by pope Innocent hinself!. 

But now if we consider how it is in the church of Rome at 
this day, and hath been this last age for the most part ; we shall 
find that this human constitution, relying upon prudent and 
pious considerations, is urged as a sacramental obligation and 
a great part of the religion, and is not accounted obliging only 
for the reasons of its first sanction, nor as an act of obedience 
to the positive law, but as a natural, essential, divine, and un- 
alterable obligation. And from thence these doctrines are de- 
rived. 1 That what a priest knows in confession, he knows 
it not as a man, but as God: which proposition (as it is foolish, 
and too near to blasphemy, and may as well infer, that the 
priest may be then adored by the penitent with the distinction, 
viz. not as man, but as God; so) is expressly confuted by the 
gloss above cited, and by Scotus™; but taught by the modern 
casuists, and is the ground of a strange practice. For, 2. Asa 
consequent of the former, it is taught in the church of Rome 
by their greatest guides, that if a priest having heard a thing 
only in confession®, if, being asked and sworn, he shall say he 
never heard that thing, he neither lies nor forswears. So Ema- 
nuel Sa° teaches; and adds, that in the same manner the peni- 
tent may also swear that he said nothing, or no such thing in 
confession. But how this should be excused, or whether they 
think the penitent to have spoken to none but God, I am not 
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yet satisfied. 3. It is not lawful to reveal any thing that is 
told only in confession, though it be to avoid the greatest evil 
that can happen, so said Bellarmine? ; to save a whole com- 
monwealth from damage temporal or spiritual, so Suarez4; to 
save the lives of all the kings in Christendom, so Binet’ told 
Isaac Casaubon in the king’s library at Paris. The same is 
openly avowed by Eudemon Johannes’, “That there is no 
evil so great, for the avoiding of which it can be lawful to re- 
veal confession:” and that this may appear to be a catholic 
doctrine, the same author reckons up so many moderns teach- 
ing the same, that the very names of the authors and books 
fill up several pages: and that it is the catholic doctrine, is 
expressly taught by the author of the famous Apology made 
for the Jesuits, after the horrid parricide of Henry the Fourth 
of France. They had, even beyond this, all the curiosity of 
the very circumstances of silence; that this silence does not 
only oblige in the case of perfect confession, but, if it be begun, 
not only in case of confession clear and express, but if it be 
so much as in relation to confession: not only the confessor, 
but the messenger, the interpreter, the counsellor, he that 
hears it by chance or by stealth: and he that was told of it 
by him that should but did not conceal it; the seal is to be 
kept by all means, directly and indirectly, by words and signs, 
judicially and extrajudicially, unless the penitent give leave: 
but that leave is to be express, and is not to be asked but in the 
case of a compelling necessity; neither can the confessor im- 
pose a public penance upon him who hath confessed privately. 
Which things, especially the last, are most diametrically op- 
posed to the doctrine and discipline of the primitive church, as 
I have already proved; but these things are expressly taught 
as the doctrine of the most famous casuists of the church of 
Rome, by Escobart, who comparing his book in method to the 
seven seals of the Revelations, which the four living creatures 
read ; Suarez the ox, Molina the man, Vasquez the eagle, and 
Valentia the lion; and twenty-four elders, that is, twenty-four 
Jesuits also read these seven seals; though when they come 
to be reckoned, they prove twenty-five, so fatal is that anti- 
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christian number to the church of Rome, that it occurs in 
every accident: but his meaning is, that the doctrines he 
teaches are the doctrines of all those twenty-five famous leading 
men; peucs guos imperium Uterarum et conscientiarum. Tf now it 
be not the catholic doctrine, then is it heretical? and then, why 
is it not disowned? why are not they that say so censured? 
why is not the doctrine condemned? why is it publicly main- 
gained and allowed by authority ? why is it pleaded in bar against 
execution of justice in the case of treason, as it was by F Garnet 
himself, and all his apologists? But if this be the catholic doc- 
trine, then let it be considered how cheap are the lives of kings 
in their eyes, who consult more with the safety of a villain, whom 
they dare not absolve", than of a king, who is worthy ten thou- 
sands of his people; and let it be also considered, that by using 
all the ways in the world to make confession easy to traitors and 
homicides, they make it odious to kings and princes, and to all 
that love the safety of their sovereigns, and of the public. We 
find that the laws of God yield to charity and necessity, and 
Christ followed the act of David; who, when he was hungry, eat 
the shew bread, which was unlawful to be eaten but by the priest 
alone: and he that commanded us to go and learn what that 
means, J will have mercy and not sacrifice, intended not that the 
seal of confession should upon pretence of religion be used to the 
most uncharitable ends in the world; no, though it had been 
made sacred by a Divine commandment, which it is not, but is 
wholly introduced by custom and canons ecclesiastical : and 
when we see that things dedicated to God, and made sacred by 
religion, and the laws of God confirming such religion, can be 
aliened and made common in cases of extreme necessity or great 
charity ; it isa strange superstition that shall hold that fast with 
teeth and nails, and never let it go, no not to save a soul, not to 
preserve the life of kings, not to prevent the greatest mischief 
in the world ; this is certainly a making the commandments of 
men greater and more sacred than the commandments of God, 
and a passing them into a doctrine, great, necessary, and unal- 
terable, as a fundamental article. 
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SECTION XI. 


Of the imposing auricular confession upon consciences witheut 
authority from God. 


Tart confession to a priest is a doctrine taught as necessary in 
the church of Rome, is without all question; and yet that it is 
but the commandment of men, I shall, I hope, clearly enough 
evince; and if I do, I suppose the charge laid against the church 
of Rome, which is the same Christ laid against the Pharisees, will 
be fully made good as to this instance; for this is one of the sorts 
of that crime, to say, Divit Dominus, Dominus autem non dixit ; 
to pretend a rite to be of Divine institution when it is not so, but 
humanum inventum, a device of man’s brain. The other (which is, 
still supposing an institution to be human and positive, yet to 
urge it with the same severe religion as they do a Divine com- 
mandment) I shall consider in other instances. For the present, 
the inquiry is concerning auricular confession, and its pretended 
necessity. The first decree concerning it was in the Lateran 
council* ; in which “every person of years of discretion is com- 
manded to confess all his sins to his own priest, at least once in 
the year; or to another priest, with the leave of his own; other- 
wise, while he is living he must be driven from entrance into the 
church, and when he is dead he must have no Christian burial.” 
This is very severe; but yet here is no damnation to them that 
neglect it; and the duty is not pretended to be by Divine com- 
mandment : and therefore, lest that severity might seem too 
much to be laid upon human law, they made it up in the new 
forge at Trenty; and there it was decreed that, “ To confess all 
and every mortal sin, which after diligent inquiry we remember, 
and every evil thought or desire, and the circumstances that 
change the nature of the sin, is necessary for the remission of 
sins, and of Divine institution; and he that denies this is to be 
anathema.” 

Whether to confess to a priest be an advisable discipline, and 
a good instance, instrument, and ministry of repentance, and may 
serve many good ends in the church, and to the souls of needing 
persons, it is no part of the question. We find that in the Acts 
of the Apostles divers converted persons came to 8. Paul, either 
publicly or privately, and confessed their deeds ; and burnt their 
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books of exorcism2, that is, did what became severe and hearty 
penitents, who needed counsel and comfort, and that their re- 
pentance should be conducted by wise guides. And when S. James 
exhorts all Christians to confess their sins to one another, certainly 
it is more agreeable to all spiritual ends, that this be done rather 
to the curates of souls than to the ordinary brethren. The 
church of England is no way engaged against it, but advises it, 
and practises it. The Calvinist churches do not practise it much, 
because they know not well how to divest it from its evil appen- 
dages which are put to it by the customs of the world, and to 
which it is too much exposed by the interests, weaknesses, and 
partialities of men. But they, commending it, shew they would 
use it willingly, if they could order it unto edification. Interim 
guin sistant se pastort oves, quoties sacram cenam participare volunt, 
adeo non reclamo, ut maxime velim hoc ubique observari®. And 
for the Lutheran churches, that it is their practice, we may see 
it in Chemnitius>, who was one of greatest fame amongst them ; 
and he is noted to this purpose by Bellarmine‘, only they all 
consent that it is not necessary nor of Divine institution; and 
being but of man’s invention, it ought not to pass into a doce- 
trine; and as the apostles said in the matter of circumcision, @ 
burden ought not to be put upon the necks of the disciples ; and that, 
an lege gratia, longe difficillimum too, as Major observes truly4, by 
far greater than any burden in the law of grace, the time of the 
gospel. Let it be commanded to all to whom it is needful or 
profitable, but let it be free as to the conscience precisely, and 
bound but by the cords of a man, and as other ecclesiastical laws 
are, which are capable of exceptions, restrictions, cautions, dispen- 
sations, rescindings, and abolitions, by the same authority or upon 
greater reasons. 

The question then is, Whether to confess all our greater sins 
to a priest, all that upon strict inquiry we can remember, be ne- 
cessary to salvation? This the church of Rome now affirms; and 
this the church of England and all protestant churches deny ; 
and complain sadly that the commandments of men are changed 
into the doctrines of God by a pharisaical empire and supersti- 
tion. Here then we join issue. 
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1. And in the first place I shall represent that the doctrine of 
the necessity of confession to a priest is a new doctrine, even 
in the church of Rome, and was not esteemed any part of the 
eatholic religion before the council of Trent. For first, the gloss 
de Penit. Dist. 5. ¢c. In Poenitentia, inquiring where or when oral 
confession was instituted, says, Some say it was instituted in 
paradise ; others say it was instituted when Joshua called upon 
Achan to confess his sin; others say it was instituted in the New 
Testament by S.James: “it is better said that it was instituted 
by a certain universal tradition of the church, and the tradition 
of the church is obligatory as a precept. Therefore confession 
of deadly sins is necessary with us, (viz. Latins,) but not with the 
Greeks, because no such tradition hath come to them.” This is 
the full state of this affair in the age when Semeca, who was the 
glossator, lived; and it is briefly this: 1 There was no resolution 
or agreement whence it came. 2. The glossator’s opinion was, it 
came from the universal tradition of the church. 3. It was but a 
kind of universal tradition; not absolute, clear, and certain. 
4.It was only a tradition in the Latin church. 5. The Greeks 
had no such tradition. 6. The Greeks were not obliged to it, it 
was not necessary to them. Concerning the Greek church I shall 
afterwards consider it in a more opportune place; here only I 
consider it as it was in the Latin church: and of this I suppose 
there needs no better record than the canon law itself, and the 
authentic glosses upon it; which glosses, although they be not 
law but as far as they please, yet they are perfect testimony as 
to matter of fact, and what the opinions of the doctors were at 
that time. And therefore to the former I add this; that in cap. 
Convertimint Gratian hath these words, Unde datur intellige, quod 
etiam ore tacente veniam consequi possumus, without confession of 
the mouth we may obtain pardon of our sins ; and this point he 
pursues in all that long chapter ; and in the chapter Resuscitatus, 
out of S. Austin’s doctrine ; and in the chapter Qui natus, out of 
the doctrine of 8. John’s Epistle ; the conclusion of which chap- 
ter is, Cum ergo ante confessionem (ut probatum est) sumus resuset- 
tati per gratiam, eo filit lucis facti ; evidentissime apparet quod sola 
cordis contritione sine confessione oris, peccatum remittitur : and in 
the chapter, Omnis qui non diligit, he expressly concludes out of 
S. John’s words: Non ergo in confessione peccatum remittitur, quod 
jam remissum esse probatur : fit itaque confessio ad ostenstonena 
penitentie, non ad impetrationem venia. And at the end of this 
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chapter, according to his custom in such disputable things; when 
he says, alii e contrario testantur, others witness to the contrary, 
that without confession oral, and works of satisfaction, no man is 
cleansed from his sin; the gloss upon the place says thus; Ab 
hoc loco usque ad, Sed his authoritatibus ; pro alia parte allegat, 
quod scil. adulto peccatum non dimittitur sine oris confessione, quod 
tamen falsum est: only he says, that “confession doth cleanse, and 
satisfaction doth cleanse: so that though by contrition of the 
heart the sin is pardoned, yet these still cleanse more and more, 
as a man is more innovated” or amended. “ But these authori- 
ties brought in,” (viz. that sin is not pardoned without confession, ) 
“if they be diligently expounded, prove but little.” But friar Mau- 
rique, who by Pius Quintus made and published a censure upon 
the glosses, appointed these words, quod tamen falsum est, to be 
left out; but the Roman correctors under Gregory the XIIIth 
let them alone ; but put in the margent a mark of contradiction 
upon it; saying, [mo verissimum est. But that was new doctrine, 
and although Semeca, the author of the gloss, affirmed it ex- 
pressly to be false, yet Gratian himself was more reserved ; but 
yet not of the new opinion, but left the matter indifferent ; for 
after he had alleged scripture, and authorities of Fathers on one 
side, and authority of Fathers on the other, he concludes®, Quibus 
authoritatibus vel quibustibet rationum firmamentis utraque sententia 
satisfactionis et confessionis innitatur, in medium breviter exposut- 
mus. Cut autem harum potius adherendum sit, lectoris judicio re- 
servatur. Utraque enim fautores habet sapientes et religiosos viros. 
Now how well this agrees with the determination of the council 
of Trentf, every man by comparing can easily judge; only it is 
certain this doctrine cannot pretend to be derived by tradi- 
tion from the apostles. Of the same opinion was the abbot of 
Panormo ; saying, “That opinion” (viz. of the gloss) “does much 
please me, because there is no manifest authority that does inti- 
mate that either God or Christ instituted confession to be made 
to a priest.” But it were endless to name the sentences of the 
canonists in this question ; once for all, the testimony of Maldo- 
nat may secure us8: Juris pontificte periti, secuti suum primum 
interpretem, omnes dicunt confessionem tantum esse introductam jure 
ecclestastico. But to clear the whole question, I shall first prove 
that the necessity of confessing our sins to a priest is not found 
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in scripture ; but very much to disprove it. 2. That there is no 
reason enforcing this necessity, but very much against it. 3. That 
there is no ecclesiastical tradition of any such necessity, but ap- 
parently the contrary. And the consequent of these things will 
be, that the church of Rome hath introduced a new doctrine, false 
and burdensome, dangerous and superstitious. 

1. If we consider how this article is managed in scripture, we 
shall find that our blessed Saviour said nothing at all concerning 
it; the council of Trent indeed makes their new doctrine to rely 
upon the words of Christ recited by S. John, Whose sins ye remit 
they are remitted», &c. But see with what success: for, besides 
that all the canonists allow not that confession was instituted by 
Christ; Aquinas, Scotus, Gabriel Clavasinus, the author of the 
Summa Angelica, Hugo de S. Victore, Bonaventure, Alensis, Tho. 
Waldensis, Ferus, Cajetan, Erasmus, B. Rhenanus, and Jansenius, 
though differing much in the particulars of this question, yet all 
consent, that precisely from the words of Christ no necessity of 
confession to a priest can be concluded. 2. Amongst those of 
the Roman church who did endeavour to found the necessity 
of confession upon those words, none do agree about the way of 
drawing their argument'; as may be seen in Scotus, Aureolus, 
Johannes Major, Thomas de Argentina, Richardus, Durandua, 
Almain, Dominicus & Soto, Alphonsus & Castro, Adrianus, Petrus 
de Aquila, and others, before the council of Trent. 3. Though 
these men go several ways, (which shews, as Scotus expresses it, 
hoc verbum non est precisum,) yet they all agree well enough in 
this, that they are all equally out of the story, and none of them 
well performs what he undertakes : it is not mine alone, but the 
judgment which Vasquez‘ makes of them, who confuted many 
of them by arguments of his own, and by the arguments which 
they use one agafhst another, and gives this censure of them, 
inter eos qui plane fatentur ex illis verbis Joh. xx. necessitatem 
confessionis (supple, elicit) via invenias qui efficaciter deducat. And 
therefore this place of S.John is but an infirm foundation to 
build so great a structure on it as the whole economy of their 
sacrament of penance, and the necessity of confession upon it, 
since so many learned and acute men, master-builders, believe 
nothing at all of it; and others that do, agree not well in the 
framing of the structure upon it, but make a Babel of it, and at 
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last their attempts prove vain and useless, by the testimony of 
their fellow-labourers. 

There are some other places of scripture which are pretended 
for the necessity of confession, but they need no particular scru- 
tiny ; not only because they are rejected by their own parties as 
insufficient, but because all are principally devolved upon the 
twentieth of S.John, and the council of Trent itself wholly relies 
upon itv. This therefore being the foundation, if it fails them 
as to their pretensions, their building must needs be ruinous. 
But I shall consider it a little. 

When Christ said to his apostles, Whose sins ye remit, they 
shall be remitted to them ; and whose sins ye retain, they shall be 
retained ; he made (says Bellarmine, and generally the latter 
school of Roman doctors) the apostles, and all priests, judges 
upon earth; that, without, their sentence, no man that hath 
sinned after baptism ean be reconciled. But the priests who 
are judges can give no right or unerring sentence, unless they 
hear all the particulars they are to judge. ‘Therefore by Christ’s 
law they are tied to tell in confession all their particular sins to 
a priest. This is the sum of all that is said in this affair. Other 
light skirmishes there are, but the main battle is here. 

Now all the parts of this great argument must be considered: 
and, 1, I deny the argument; and, supposing both the premises 
true, that Christ had made them judges, and that without par- 
ticular cognizance they could not give judgment according to 
Christ’s intention ; yet it follows not, that therefore it is neces- 
sary that the penitent shall confess all his sins to the priest. For, 
who shall compel the penitent to appear in judgment? Where 
are they obliged to come and accuse themselves before the judges? 
Indeed if they were before them, we will suppose the priests to 
have power to judge them; but how can it be hence deduced, 
that the penitents are bound to come to this judicatory, and not 
to stand alone to the Divine tribunal? A physician may have 
power to cure diseases, yet the patients are not bound to come 
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to him; neither, it may be, will they, if they can be cured by 
other means. And if a king sends a judge, with competent au- 
thority, to judge all the questions in a province, he can judge 
them that come, but he cannot compel them to come; and they 
may make an end of their quarrels among themselves, or by arbi- 
tration of neighbours; and if they have offended the king, they 
may address themselves to his clemency, and sue for pardon. 
And since it is certain, by their own confession, that a penitent 
cannot by the force of these words of Christ be compelled to con- 
fess his venial sins, how does it appear that he is tied to confess 
his mortal sins? For if a man be tied to repent of all his sins, 
then repentance may be performed without the ministry of the 
priest, or else he must repent before the priest for all his sins. 
But if he may repent of his venial sins, and yet not go to the 
priest ; then to go to the priest is not an essential part of the 
repentance: and if it be thus in the case of venial sins, let them 
shew from the words of Christ any difference in the case between 
the one and the other, especially if we consider, that though it 
may be convenient to go to the priest to be taught and guided, 
yet the necessity of going to him is to be absolved by his minis- 
try. But that of this there was no necessity believed in the pri- 
mitive church, appears in this; because they did not expect pardon 
from the bishop or priest in the greatest crimes, but were referred 
wholly to God for the pardon of them: Non sine spe tamen remis- 
sionis, quam ab eo plane sperare debebit qui ejus largitatem solus 
obtinet ; et tam dives misericordie est, ut nemo desperet: so said 
the bishops of France in their synod held about the time of 
pope Zephyrinus. To the same purpose are the words of Ter- 
tullian; Salva illa penitentie specie post fidem, que aut levioribus 
delictis veniam ab episcopo consequi poterit, aut majoribus et irre- 
missibilibus a Deo solo. The like also is in the 31st Epistle of 
S.Cyprian. Now, first, it is easy to observe how vast the differ- 
ence is between the old catholic church and the present Roman: 
these say, that venial sins are not of necessity to be confessed to 
the priest or bishop; and that without their ministry they can 
be pardoned : but they of old said, that the smaller sins were to 
be submitted to the bishop’s ministry. On the other side, the 
Roman doctors say, it is absolutely necessary to bring our “ mor- 
tal sins,” and confess them, in order to be absolved by the priest ; 
but the old catholics said, that the “ greatest sins” are wholly to 
be confessed and “submitted to God,” who may pardon them if 
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he please, and will if he be rightly sought to; but to the church 
they need not be confessed, because these were only and immedi- 
ately fit for the Divine cognizance. What is nowadays a reserved 
case to the pope was anciently a case reserved to God; and what 
was only submitted formerly to the bishop is now not worth much 
taking notice of by any one. But now put these together. By 
the Roman doctrine, you are not “by the duty of repentance” 
tied to confess your venial sins; and by the primitive, it is to no 
purpose to bring the greatest crimes to ecclesiastical repentance; 
but by their immediate address to God they had hopes of pardon: 
from hence it follows, that there is no necessity of doing one or 
other, that is, there is no commandment of God for it, nor yet 
any necessity in the nature of the thing requiring it. 

Venerable Bede had an opinion that those sins only which are 
like to leprosy ought to be submitted to the judgment of the 
church®: Cetera vero vitia tanquam valetudines, et quasi membro- 
rum anime atque sensuum per semetipsum interius in conscientia 
et intellectu Dominus sanat. And Goffridus VindocinensisP tells 
of one William, a learned man, whose doctrine it was, that there 
were but four sorts of sins which needed confession, the error of 
gentilism, schism, heretical pravity, and Judaical perfidiousness: 
Cetera autem peccata a Domino sine confessione sanari. But be- 
sides this, | demand, whether or no hath the priest a power to 
remit venial sins4, and that this power (in the words of S.John, 
chap. xx.) was given to him by Christ? If Christ did in these 
words give him power to remit venial sins, and yet the penitent 
is not bound to recount them in particular, or at all to submit 
them to his judicatory; it will follow undeniably, that the giving 
power of remission of sins to the priest does not infer a necessity 
in the penitent to come to confess them. And these things, I 
suppose, Vasquez understood well enough, when he affirms ex- 
pressly, that it may well stand with the ordinary power of a 
judge, that his power be such as that it be free for the subjects 
to submit to it, or to end their controversies another way. And 
that it was so in this case is the doctrine of Scotus’, above cited, 
and many others. Add to this the argument of Scotus’, The 
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priest retains no sins but such which some way or other are de- 
clared to him to have no true signs of repentance, and yet those 
which are no way manifested to the priest God retains unto the 
vengeance of hell: therefore neither is that word, Whose sins ye 
remit, precise ; that is, if God retains some which the priest does 
not retain, then also he does remit some which the priest does 
not remit; and therefore there is no negative affixed to the af- 
firmative, which shews that the remission or retention does not 
necessarily depend on the priest’s ministration. So that, sup- 
posing it to be true, that the priest hath a power to remit or 
retain sins as a judge, and that this power cannot be exercised 
without knowing what he is to judge; yet it follows not from 
hence, that the people are bound to come this way, and to con- 
fess their sins to them, or to ask their pardon. But, 

2. The second proposition is also false: for, supposing the 
priest by the words of Christ hath given to him the ordinary 
power of a judge, and that as such he hath power of remitting 
and retaining sins; yet this power of judging may be such, as 
that it may be performed without enumeration of all the parti- 
culars we remember. For the judgment the priest is to make 
is not of the sins, but of the persons. It is not said Quecunque, 
but Quorumcunque remiseritis peccata. Our blessed Saviour in 
these words did not distinguish two sorts of sins, one to be re- 
mitted, and another to be retained; so that it should be neces- 
sary to know the special nature of the sins: he only reckoned 
one kind, that is, under which all sins are contained. But he dis- 
tinguished two sorts of sinners, saying, Quorum, and Quorum ; 
the one of penitents (according to the whole design and purpose 
of the gospel), and their sins are to be remitted; and another of 
impenitent, whose sins are not to be remitted, but retained. And 
therefore it becomes the ministers of souls to know the state of 
the penitent, rather than the nature and number of the sins. 
Neither gave he any power to punish, but to pardon, or not to 
pardon. If Christ had intended to have given to the priests a 
power to impose a punishment according to the quality of every 
sin, the priest indeed had been the executioner of the Divine 
wrath ; but then, because no punishment in this life can be equal 
to the demerit of a sin which deserves the eternal wrath of God, 
it is certain the priest is not to punish them by way of vengeance. 
We do not find any thing in the words of Christ obliging the 
priest directly to impose penances on the penitent sinner; he 
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may voluntarily submit himself to them if he please, and he 
may do very well if he do so; but the power of retaining sins 
gives no power to punish him whether he will or no; for the 
power of retaining is rather to be exercised upon the impe- 
nitent than upon the penitent. Besides this, the word of re- 
mitting sins does not certainly give the priest a power to impose 
penances ; for it were a prodigy of interpretation to expound re- 
mittere by punire. But if by retaining it be said this power is given 
him, then this must needs belong to the impenitent, who are 
not remitted; and not to the penitent, whose sins at that time 
they remit, and retain not; unless they can do both at the same 
time. But if the punishment designed be only by way of remedy, 
or of disposing the sinners to true penitence, then if the person 
be already truly penitent, the priest hath nothing to do but 
to pardon him in the name of God. Now certainly both these 
things may be done without the special enumeration of all his 
remembered sins. For, first, the penitent may, and often does, 
forget many particulars; and then in that case, all that the 
priest can expect, or proceed to judgment upon, is the saying 
in general, He is truly sorrowful for them, and for the time to 
come will avoid them: and if he then absolve the penitent, as he 
must, and usually does; it follows, that if he does well (and he 
can do no better), he may make a judgment of his penitent with- 
out special enumeration of his sins; and if the priest pardons no 
sins but those which are enumerated, the penitent will be in an 
evil condition in most cases: but if he can and does pardon those 
which are forgotten, then the special enumeration is not indis- 
pensably necessary ; for it were a strange thing, if sins should be 
easier remitted for being forgotten, and the harder for being re- 
membered ; there being in the gospel no other condition men- 
tioned but the confessing and forsaking them: and if there be any 
difference, certainly he, who out of carelessness of spirit, or the 
multitude of his sins, or want of the sharpness of sorrow (for 
these commonly are the causes of it), forgets many of his sins, 
is in all reason further from pardon than he whose conscience 
being sore wounded cannot forget that which stings him so 
perpetually. If he that remembers most, because he is most 
penitent be tied to a more severe discipline than he that re- 
members least ; then, according to this discipline, the worst man 
is in the best condition. But what if the sinner, out of bash- 
fulness, do omit to enumerate some sin? Is there no consulting 
with his modesty? Is there no help for him, but he must, confess, 
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or die? S. Ambrose gives a perfect answer to this case¥: La- 
vant lachryme delictun quod voce pudor est confiteri, et venice fletus 
consilunt, et verecunde lachryme sine horrore culpam loquuntur. 
Lachryme crimen sine offensione verecundie confitentur. And the 
same is almost in words affirmed by Maximus Taurinensis*: La- 
vat lachryma delictum, quod voce pudor est confiteri : lachryme 
ergo verecundi@ pariter consulunt et saluti; nec erubescunt in pe- 
tende, et impetrant in rogando. And that this may not seem a pro- 
priety of S. Peter’s repentance, because sacramental confession 
was not yet instituted, (for that Bellarmine offers for an answer ;) 
besides that sacramental confession was (as I have made to ap- 
pear) never instituted, either then, or since then, in scripture, by 
Christ or by his apostles; besides this, I say, S. Ambrose ap- 
plies the precedent of S. Peter to every one of usy. Llevtt ergo 
anarissime Petrus: flevit ut lachrymis suuim posset lavare delictum ; 
et tu si veniam vis mereri, dilue culpam lachrymis tuam. And to 
the same sense also is that of Cassian; Quod si, verecundia re- 
trahente, revelare [peccata] coram hominibus erubescis, tli quem latere 
NON possunt, confitert ea jugt supplicatione non desinas, ac dicere, 
Tibi soli peccavi, et malum coram te feci, qui et absque illius vere- 
cundie publicatione curare, e sine improperio peccala donare con- 
suevit. To these I shall add a pregnant testimony of Julianus 
Pomerius, or of Prosper (de Vita Contemplativa, lib.2. cap.7.) Quod 
si tpsi sibi Judices fiant, et veluti sue iniquitatis ultores hic in se 
coluntariam penam severissinge animadversionis exerecant, tempo- 
ralibus penis mutaverint eterna supplicia, et lachrymis ex vera cor- 
dis compunctione fluentibus restinguent eterni ignis incendia. And 
this was the opinion of divers learned persons in Peter Lombard’s 
time”, that if men fear to confess lest they be disgraced, or 
lest others should be tempted by their evil example, and there- 
fore conceal them to man, and reveal them to God, they obtain 
pardon. 

Secondly, for those sins which they do enumerate, the priest 
by them cannot make a truer judgment of the penitent’s repent- 
ance and disposition to amendment, than he can by his general 
profession of his true and deep contrition, and such other human 
indications, by which such things are signified. For still it is to 
be remembered, he is not the judge of the sin, but of the man. 
For Christ hath left no rules by which the sin is to be judged; no 
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penitential tables, no chancery tax, no penitential canons ; neither 
did his apostles: and those which were in use in the primitive 
church, as they were vastly short of the merit of the sins, so they 
are very vastly greater than are now in use, or will be endured: by 
which it plainly enough appears, that they impose penances at 
their pleasure, as the people are content to take them; and for 
the greatest sins we see they impose ridiculous penances, and 
themselves profess they impose but a part of their penance that 
is due: which certainly cannot be any compliance with any law 
of God, which is always wiser, more just, and more to purpose. 
And therefore to exact a special enumeration of all our sins re- 
membered, to enable the priest only to impose a part of penance, 
is as if a prince should raise an army of 10,000 men to suppress 
a tumult raised in a little village against the petty constable. 
Besides which, in the church of Rome they have an old rule which 
is to this day in use among them ; 
Sitque modus pcene juste moderativ culpe ; 
Que tanto levior, quanto contritio major. 

And therefore, fortiter contritus leviter plectatur; “he that is 
greatly sorrowful needs but little penance.” By which is to be 
understood, that the penance is but to supply the want of inter- 
nal sorrow, which the priest can no way make judgment of, but 
by such signs as the penitent is pleased to give him. To what 
purpose then can it be to enumerate all his sins, which he can do 
with a little sorrow or a great one, with attrition or contrition, 
and no man knows it, but God alone; and it may be done with- 
out any sorrow at all, and the sorrow may be put on, or acted ; 
and when the penance is imposed, as it must needs be less than 
the sin, so it may be performed without true repentance. And 
therefore neither is the imposing penance any sufficient significa- 
tion of what the priest inquires after. And because every deli- 
berate sin deserves more than the biggest penance that is imposed 
on any man for the greatest, and in that as to the sin itself there 
can be no error in the greatness of it; it follows that by the 
particular enumeration the priest cannot be helped to make his 
judgment of the person, and by it or any thing else he can never 
equally punish the sin; therefore supposing the priest to be a 
judge, the necessity of particular confession will not be necessary; 
especially if we consider, 

Thirdly, that by the Roman doctrine it is not necessary to 
salvation that the penitent should perform any penances, he may 
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defer them to purgatory if he please ; so that special confession 
cannot be necessary to salvation for the reason pretended, viz. 
that the priest may judge well concerning imposing penances, 
since they are necessary only for the avoiding purgatory, and not 
for the avoiding damnation. 4. This further appears in the case 
of baptism, which is the most apparent and evident use of the 
power of the keys, it being truly and properly the intromission of 
catechumens into the house of God, and an admitting them to 
all the promises and benefits of the kingdom, and, which is the 
greatest, the most absolute and most evident remission of all the 
sins precommitted ; and yet towards the dispensing this pardon, 
no particular confession of sins is previous, by any necessity. or 
Divine law. Repentance in persons of choice and discretion is 
and was always necessary ; but because persons were not tied to 
confess their sins particularly to a priest before baptism, it is 
certain that repentance can be perfect without this confession. 
And this argument is yet of greater force and persuasion against 
the church of Rome ; for since baptizing is for remission of sins, 
and is the first act of the power of the keys, and the evident way 
of opening the doors of the house of God, and yet the power of 
baptizing is, in the church of Rome, in the absence of a priest, 
given to a layman, and frequently to a deacon; it follows that 
the power of the keys, and a power of remitting sins, is no judi- 
eiary act, unless a layman be declared capable of the power of 
judging and of remitting sins. 5. If we consider, that without 
true repentance no sin can be pardoned, and with it all sins may; 
and that no one sin is pardoned as to the final state of our souls, 
but at the same time all are pardoned ; it must needs follow, that 
it is not the number of sins, but the condition of the person, the 
change of his life, the sorrow of his heart, the truth of his con- 
version, and his hatred of all sin that he is to consider. If his 
repentance be a true change from evil to good, from sin to God, 
a thousand sins are pardoned as soon as one; and the infinite 
mercy of God does equally exceed one sin and one thousand. 
Indeed, in order to counsel or comfort, it may be very useful to 
tell all that grieves the penitent, all that for which he hath no 
rest, and cannot get satisfaction ; but as to the exercising any 
other judgment upon the man, either for the present or for the 
future, to reckon up what is past seems not very useful or at all 
reasonable ; but as the priest who baptizes a convert judges of 
him as far as he can and ought; that is, whether he hath laid 
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aside every hinderance, and be disposed to receive remission of 
sins by the Spirit of God in baptism ; so it is in repentance, the 
man’s conversion and change is to be considered, which cannot 
be by what is past, but by what is present or future. 

And now thirdly; although the judicial power of the priest 
cannot infer the necessity of particular confession, yet if the judi- 
cial power be also of another nature than is supposed, or rather 
be not properly judicium fori, the judgment of a tribunal, coer- 
cive, penal, and exterminating by proper effect, and real change 
of state and person, then the superstructure, and the foundation 
too, will be digged down. And this therefore shall be considered 
briefly. And here the scene is a little changed, and the words of 
Christ to S. Peter are brought in as auxiliaries, to prove the 
priest’s power to be judicial ; and that, with the words of Christ 
to his apostles, John xx, must demonstrate this point. 1. There- 
fore I have the testimony and opinion of the Master of the 
Sentences, affirming that the priest’s power is declarative, not 
judicial ; the sentence of an ambassador, not of a judge: Sacer- 
dotibus tribuit potestatem solvendi et ligandi, id est, ostendendi homi- 
nes ligatos vel solutes ; “The priest’s power of loosing and binding, 
is a power of shewing and declaring who are bound and who are 
loosed. For when Christ had cured the leper he sent him to the 
priest, by whose judgment he was to be declared clean; and when 
Lazarus was first restored to life by Christ, then he bade his 
disciples loose him and let him go.” And if it be inquired, to 
what purpose is the priest’s solution, if the man be pardoned 
already? it is answered, that “although he be absolved before 
God, yet he is not accounted loosed in the face of the church, 
but by the judgment of the priest.” But we have the sentence 
of a greater man in the church than Peter Lombard ; viz. of 
S. Hierom himself>, who discourses this affair dogmatically and 
fully, and so as not to be capable of evasion: speaking of those 
words of Christ to S. Peter, J will give to thee the keys of the king- 
dom of heaven ; whatsoever thou shalt bind on earth shall be bound 
in heaven, and whatsoever thow shalt loose on earth shall be loosed in 
heaven: “This place,” saith S. Hierom, “some bishops and priests 
not understanding, take upon them something of the supersti- 
tiousness of Pharisees, so as to condemn the innocent, or think to 
acquit the guilty; whereas God inquires not, what is the sentence 
of the priest, but the life of the guilty. In Leviticus, the lepers 
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were commanded to shew themselves to the priests, who neither 
make them leprous nor clean; but they discern who are clean 
and who are unclean. As therefore there the priest makes the 
leprous man clean or unclean; so here does the bishop or the 
priest bind or loose ; i. e. according to their office, when he hears 
the variety of sins, he knows who is to be bound and who is to 
be loosed.” S. Ambrose adds one advantage more, as consequent 
to the priest’s absolving of penitents, but expressly declares 
against the proper judicial power. ‘“¢Men give their ministry 
in the remission of sins, but they exercise not the right of any 
power ; neither are sins remitted by them in their own, but in 
the name of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. Men pray, but 
it is God who forgives: it is man’s obsequiousness, but the 
bountiful gift is from God. So likewise there is no doubt sins 
are forgiven in baptism, but the operation is of the Father, Son, 
and Holy Spirit.” Here S. Ambrose affirms the priest’s power 
of pardoning sins to be wholly ministerial and optative, or by 
way of prayer. Just as it is in baptism, so it is in repentance 
after baptism; sins are pardoned to the truly penitent, but here 
is no proper judicial power. The bishop prays, and God pardons; 
the priest does his ministry, and God gives the gift. Here are 
three witnesses, against whom there is no exception; and what 
they have said was good catholic doctrine in their ages; that is, 
from the fourth age after Christ to the eleventh: how it hath 
fallen into heresy since that time is now not worth inquiring; but 
yet how reasonable that old doctrine is, is very fit to consider. 
4. Of necessity it must be true; because whatever kind of ab- 
solution or binding it is, that the bishops and priests have power 
to use, it does its work intended, without any real changing of 
state in the penitent. The priest alters nothing; he diminishes 
no man’s right; he gives nothing to him but what he had before. 
The priest baptizes, and he absolves, and he communicates, and 
he prays, and he declares the will of God; and, by importunity, 
he compels men to come; and if he find them unworthy, he keeps 
them out; but it is such as he finds to be unworthy: such who 
are in a state of perdition, he cannot, he ought not to admit to 
the ministries of life. True it is, he prays to God for pardon, and 
so he prays that God will give the sinner the grace of repentance; 
¢ Homines in remissione peccatorum Sancti, peccata dimittuntur. Isti rogant, 
ministerium suum exhibent, non jus ali- Divinitas donat, &c. S. Ambros. de Spir. 
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but he can no more give pardon than he can give repentance; 
he that gives this gives that. 

And it is so also in the case of absolution; he can absolve none 
but those that are truly penitent: he can give thanks indeed to 
God on his behalf; but as that thanksgiving supposes pardon, 
so that pardon supposes repentance: and if it be true repentance, 
the priest will as certainly find him pardoned as find him penitent. 
And therefore we find in the old penitentials and usages of the 
church, that the priest did not absolve the penitent in the indi- 
cative or judicial form. To this purpose it is observed by Goar4, 
in the Huchologion ; that now “ many do freely assert, and tena- 
ciously defend, and clearly teach, and prosperously write, that 
the solemn form of reconciling, Absolvo te a peccatis tuis, is not 
perhaps above the age of 400 years; and that the old form of 
absolution in the Latin church was composed in words of depre- 
cation, so far forth as we may conjecture out of the acclesiastical 
history, ancient rituals, tradition, and other testimonies without 
exception.” And in the Opuscula of Thomas Aquinas®, he tells 
that a doctor said to him, that the optative form, or depre- 
catory, was the usual; and that then it was not thirty years 
since the indicative form of Ego te absolvo was used; which 
computation comes near the computation made by Goar. And 
this is the more evidently so, in that it appears, that in the 
ancient discipline of the church, a deacon might reconcile the 
penitents, if the priest were absentf: Si autem necessitas evenerit, 
at presbyter non fuerit presens, diaconus suscipiat panitentem, ac 
det sanctam communionem: and if a deacon can minister this 
affair, then the priest is not indispensably necessary, nor bis 
power judicial and pretorial. 

But besides this, the power of the keys is under the master 
in the hands of the steward of the house, who is the minister of 
government: and the power of remitting and retaining being but 
the verification of the promise of the keys, is to be understood 
by the same analogy, and is exercised in many instances, and to 
many great purposes, though no man had ever dreamt of a judi- 
cial power of absolution of secret sins, viz. in discipline and 
government, in removing scandals, in restoring persons overtaken 
in a fault to the peace of the church, in sustaining the weak, in 
cutting off of corrupt members, in rejecting heretics, in preaching 
peace by Jesus Christ, and repentance through his name, and 
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ministering the word of reconciliation, and interceding in the 
ministry of Christ’s mediation; that is, being God’s ambassador, 
he is God’s messenger in the great work of the gospel, which is 
repentance and forgiveness. In short, binding and loosing, remitting 
and retaining, are acts of government relating to public discipline. 
And of any other pardoning or retaining no man hath any 
power but what he ministers in the word of God and prayer, 
unto which the ministry of the sacraments is understood to be- 
long. For what does the church, when she binds a sinner, or 
retains his sin, but separate him from the communication of 
public prayers and sacraments? according to that saying of 
Tertullian’, Summum futuri judicia prejudicium est, st quis ita 
deliquerit, ut a communicatione orationis et conventus et omnis 
sancti commercn relegetur. And the like was said by S. Austin®: 
Versetur ante oculos imago futuri judict, ut cum alti accedunt ad 
altare Det, quo ipse non accedit, cogitet quam sit contremiscenda illa 
pena, qua percipientibus aliis vitam eternam, alii in mortem pre- 
cipitantur eternam. And when the church, upon the sinner’s 
repentance, does restore him to the benefit of public assemblies 
and sacraments, she does truly pardon his sins, that is, she takes 
off the evil that was upon him for his sins. For so Christ proved 
his power on earth to forgive sins by taking the poor man’s palsy 
away; and so does the church pardon his sins by taking away 
that horrible punishment of separating him from all the public 
communion cf the church ; and both these are, in their several 
kinds, the most material and proper pardons. 

But then, as the church gives pardon proportionable to the 
evil she inflicts, which God also will verify, if it be done here in 
truth and righteousness; so there is a pardon which God only 
gives. He is the injured and offended person, and he alone can 
remit of his own right. But yet to this pardon the church does 
cooperate by her ministry. Now what this pardon is, we under- 
stand best by the evils that are by him inflicted upon the sinner. 
For to talk of a power of pardoning sins, where there is no power 
to take away the punishment of sin, is but a dream of a shadow; 
sins are only then pardoned when the punishment is removed. 
Now who but God alone can take away a sickness, or rescue a 
soul from the power of his sins, or snatch him out of the Devil’s 
possession? The Spirit of God alone can do this, Jt is the Spirit 
that quickeneth, and raiseth from spiritual death, and giveth us 
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the life of God. Man can pray for the Spirit, but God alone 
can give it; our blessed Saviour obtained for us the Spirit of 
God by this way, by prayer, J will pray unto the Father, and he 
shall give you another Comforter, even the Spirit of truth; and 
therefore much less do any of Christ’s ministers convey the 
Spirit to any one, but by prayer and holy ministries in the way 
of prayer; but this is best illustrated by the case of baptism. 
“It is a matter of equal power,” said Alexander of Alesi, “to 
baptize with internal baptism, and to absolve from deadly sin. 
But it was not fit that God should communicate the power of 
baptizing internally unto any, lest we should place our hope in 
man.” And S. Austin (if at least he be the author of the Scala 
Paradisi) says*, “The office of baptizing, the Lord granted unto 
many; but the power and authority of remitting sins in baptism, 
he retained unto himself alone;” wherefore 8S. John, antonomastice 
et discretive, by way of distinction and singularity, affirms, that 
He it is who baptizes with the Holy Ghost. And I shall apply this 
to the power of the keys in the ministry of repentance, by the 
words of S.Cyprian!; Remissio peccatorum, sive per baptismum 
sive per alia sacramenta donetur, proprie Spiritus Sancti est, ef ips 
soli hujus efficientie privilegium manet. As therefore the bishop 
or the priest can give the Holy Ghost to a repenting sinner, so 
he can give him pardon, and no otherwise; that is, by prayer, 
and the ministry of the sacraments to persons fitly disposed, who 
also can and have received the Holy Ghost, without any such 
ministry of man, as appears in S. Peter’s question, What landers 
these men to be baptized, who have received the Holy Ghost as well 
as we? And it is done every day and every hour in the com- 
munion of saints, in the immissions and visitations from heaven, 
which the saints of God daily receive and often perceive and feel. 
‘** Every man is bound by the cords of his own sins, which ropes 
and bands the apostles can loose, imitating therein their Master, 
who said to them, Whatsoever ye shall loose on earth shall be loosed 
in heaven.” Solount autem eos Apostoli, sermone Dei, et testimoniis 
scripturarum, & exhortatione virtutum, saith S. Hierom™, For 
the word of God, which is intrusted to the ministry of the 
church, is that rule and measure by which God will judge us 
all at the last day; and therefore by the word of God we stand 
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or fall, we are bound or loosed; which word when the ministers 
of the gospel dispense rightly, they bind or loose; and what they 
so bind or loose on earth, God will bind and loose in heaven. 
That is, by the same measures he will judge the man, by which 
he hath commanded his ministers to judge them; that ia, they 
preach remission of sins to the penitent, and God will make it 
good; and they threaten eternal death to the impenitent, and 
God will inflict it. But other powers of binding and loosing than 
what hath been already instanced, those words of Christ prove 
not. And these powers, and no other, do we find used by the 
apostles. To us, saith S. Paul, ts committed the word of recon- 
ciliation: now then we are ambassadors for Christ, as though God 
did beseech you by us, we pray you in Christ's stead, be ye reconciled 
to God. Christ is the great minister of reconciliation; we are 
his ambassadors to the people to that purpose; and we are to 
preach to them, and to exhort them; to pray them, and to pray 
for them; and we also by our ministry reconcile them; and we 
pardon their sins; for God hath set us over the people to that 
purpose ; but then it is also in that manner that God set the 
priest over the leprous; pudvoe: puavel adriv 6 tepets, The priest 
with pollution shall pollute them; and the priest shall cleanse 
him, that is, shall declare him so. And it is in the same man- 
ner that God set the prophet Jeremy? over the nations, to root 
out, and to pull down, and to destroy, to throw down, to build, 
and to plant; that is, by putting his word into his mouth to do 
all this, to preach all this, to promise or to threaten respectively 
all this. The ministers of the gospel do pardon sins just as they 
save men; This doing, thow shalt save thyself and them that hear 
thee’ ; that is, by attending-to and continuing in the doctrine of 
Christ ; and he that converts a sinner from the error of his way 
saves a soul from death, and covers a multitude of sins'. Bringing 
the man to repentance, persuading him to turn from vanity to 
the living God; thus he brings pardon to him and salvation. 
And if it be said that a layman can do this; I answer, it is very 
well for him if he does; and he can, if it please God to assist 
him: but the ordinary ministry is appointed to bishops and 
priests: so that although a layman do it extraordinarily, that 
can be no prejudice to the ordinary power of the keys in the 
hands of the clergy, which is but a ministry of prayer, of the 
n 2 Cor. v. 19, 20. © Ley. xiii. 44. 5. 7. P Jer. i. 10, 
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word and sacraments, according to the saying of their own Ferus 
upon this place; “ Christ in this word shews how, and to what 
use, he at this time gave them the Holy Ghost, to wit, for the 
remission of sinss; neither for the apostles themselves alone— 
sed ut eundem spiritum, eandemque remissionem peccatorum verbo 
predicationis, et sacramentis verbo annewis, distribuerunt.” And 
again, he brings in Christ saying, ‘I therefore choose you, and I 
seal your hearts by the Holy Ghost unto the word of the gospel, 
and confirm you, that going into the world, ye may preach the 
gospel to every creature, and that ye may distribute that very re- 
mission by the word of the gospel and the sacraments.” Tor 
the words of Christ are general and indefinite; and they are 
comprehensive of the whole power and ministry ecclesiastical ; 
and in those parts of it which are evident, and confessed, viz. 
preaching remission of sins and baptism, a special enumeration 
of our sins is neither naturally necessary, nor esteemed so by 
custom, nor made so by virtue of these words of Christ ; there- 
fore it is no way necessary, neither have they at all proved it so 
by scripture. And to this I add only what Ambrosius Pelargus, 
a divine of the elector of Triers, said in the council of Trentt, 
“That the words of our Lord, Quorum remiseritis, were perhaps 
not expounded by any Father, for an institution of the sacra- 
ment of penance; and that by some they were understood of 
baptism, by others of any other thing by which pardon of sins 
is received.” 

But since there is no necessity declared in scripture of con- 
fessing all our sins to a priest, no mention of sacramental penance, 
or confession, it must needs seem strange that a doctrine of which 
there is no commandment in scripture, no direction for the 
manner of doing so difficult a work, no office or officer described 
to any such purpose ; that a doctrine, I say, of which in the foun- 
tains of salvation there is no spring, should yet become, in process 
of time, to be the condition of salvation : and yet for preaching, 
praying, baptizing, communicating, we have precept upon precept 
and line upon line: we have in scripture three epistles written to 
two bishops, in which the episcopal office is abundantly described, 
and excellent canons established, and the parts of their duty enu- 
merated ; and yet no care taken about the office of father confessor. 
Indeed we find a pious exhortation to all spiritual persons, that 
if any man be overtaken in a fault, they should restore such a one 
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in the spirit of meekness ; restore him, that is, to the public peace 
and communion of the church, from which, by his delinquency, 
he fell; and restore him also, by the word of his proper ministry, 
to the favour of God; by exhortations to him, by reproving of 
him, by praying for him: and besides this, we have some little 
limits more, which the church of Rome, if they please, may make 
good use of in this question; such as are, That they who sin should 
be rebuked before all men, that others also may fear" ; which indeed 
is a good warranty for public discipline, but very little for private 
confession. And S. Paul charges Timothy, that he should lay 
hands suddenly on no man, that he be not partaker of other men’s 
sins ; which is a good caution against the Roman way of absolving 
them that confess, as soon as they have confessed, before they 
have made their satisfactions. The same apostle speaks also of 
some that creep into houses, and lead captive silly women: I should 
have thought he had intended it against such as then abused 
auricular confession, it being so like what they do now, but that 
S. Paul knew nothing of these lately-introduced practices: and 
lastly, he commands every one that is to receive the holy com- 
munion ¢o examine himself, and so let him eat: he forgot, it seems, to 
enjoin them to go to confession to be examined : which certainly 
he could never have done more opportunely than here ; and if it 
had been necessary, he could never have omitted it more unde- 
cently. But it seems the first Christians were admitted upon 
other terms by the apostles than they are at this day by the 
Roman clergy. And indeed it were infinitely strange, that 
since in the Old Testament remission of sins was given to every 
one that confessed to God, and turned from his evil way*, that in 
the New Testament, to which liberty is a special privilege, and 
the imposed yoke of Christ infinitely more easy than the burden 
of the law, and repentance is the very formality of the gospel 
covenant, and yet that pardon of our sins shall not be given to us 
Christians on so easy terms as it was to the Jews, but an intole- 
rable new burden shall be made a new condition of obtaining par- 
don. And this will appear yet the more strange, when we consider 
that all the sermons of the prophets concerning repentance were 
not derivations from Moses’s law, but homilies evangelical, and 
went before to prepare the way of the Lord; and John Baptist 
was the last of them ; and that in this matter the sermons of the 
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prophets were but the gospel antedated ; and in this affair there 
was no change but to the better and to a clearer manifestation 
of the Divine mercy, and the sweet yoke of Christ: the disciples 
of Christ preached the same doctrine of repentance that the Bap- 
tist did, and the Baptist the same that the prophets did, and 
there was no difference ; Christ was the same in all; and he that 
commanded his disciples to fast to God alone in private, intended 
that all the parts of repentance, transacted between God and our 
consciences, should be as sufficient as that one of fasting and 
that other of prayer; and it is said so in all; for if we confess 
our sins, he is faithful and just to forgive us our sins, and to cleanse 
us from all unrighteousness. It is God alone that can cleanse our 
hearts, and he that cleanses us, he alone does forgive us; and 
this is upon our confession to him: his justice and faithfulness 
is at stake for it, and therefore it supposes a promise; which we 
often find upon our confessions made to Ged, but it was never 
promised upon confession made to the priest. 

But now, in the next place, if we consider whether this thing 
be reasonable, to impose such a yoke upon the necks of the dis- 
ciples, which upon their fathers was not put in the Old Testa- 
ment, nor ever commanded in the New; we shall find that although 
many good things might be consequent to the religious and free 
and prudent use of confession; yet by changing into a doctrine 
of God that which at most is but a commandment of man, it will 
not, by all the contingent good, make recompense for the intole- 
rable evils it introduces. And here first I consider, that many 
times things seem profitable to us, and may minister to good 
ends; but God judges them useless and dangerous, for he judges 
not as we judge. The worshipping of angels, and the abstaining 
from meats, which some false apostles introduced, looked well, 
and pretended to humility and mortification of the body; but 
the apostle approved them not : and of the same mind were the 
succeeding ages of the church, who condemned the dry diet and 
the ascetic fasts of Montanus, though they were pretended only 
for discipline ; but when they came to be imposed, they grew 
intolerable. Certainly men lived better lives, when by the disci- 
pline of the church sinners were brought to public stations and 
penance, than: now they do by all the advantages, real or pre- 
tended, from auricular confession ; and yet the church thought 
fit to lay it aside, and nothing is left but the shadow of it. 

2. This whole topic can only be a prudential consideration, and 
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can no way infer a Divine institution; for though it was as con- 
venient before Christ as since, and might have had the same 
effects upon the public or private good then as now, yet God was 
not pleased to appoint it in almost forty ages; and we say, He 
hath not done it yet. However, let it be considered, that there 
being some things which S. Paul says are not to be so much as 
named amongst Christians, it must needs look undecently that all 
men and all women should come and make the priest’s ears a 
commonshore to empty all their filthiness; and that which a 
modest man would blush to hear, he must be used to, and it is 
the greatest part of his employment to attend to. True it is, 
that a physician must see and handle the impurest ulcers ; but 
it is because the cure does not depend upon the patient but upon 
the physician ; who by general advertisement cannot cure the 
patient, unless he had an universal medicine, which the priest 
hath; the medicine of repentance, which can indifferently cure 
all sins, whether the priest know them or no. And therefore all 
this filthy communication is therefore intolerable because it is 
not necessary ; and it not only pollutes the priest’s ears, but his 
tongue too; for, lest any circumstance or any sin be concealed, 
he thinks himself obliged to interrogate, and proceed to particu- 
lar questions in the basest things. Such as that which is to be 
seen in Burchardy, and such which are too largely described in 
Sanchez; which thing does not only deturpate all honest and 
modest conversation, but it teaches men to understand more sins 
than ever they (it may be) knew of. And I believe there are but 
few in the world at this day that did ever think of such a crime 
as Burchard hath taught them by that question; and possibly 
it might have expired in the very first instances, if there had 
been no further notice taken of it. I need not tell how the con- 
tinual representment of such things to the priest must needs 
infect the fancy and the memory with filthy imaginations, and be 
a state of temptation to them that are very often young men and 
vigorous, and always unmarried and tempted. 6efpovow 7#0y 
xphod’ dpidiar xaxat. Aretine’s Tables do not more pollute the 
heart through the eyes, than a foul narrative of a beastly action 
with all the circumstances of perpetration does through the ears ; 
for, as it was said of Thomas Cantipratanus?, Vewatis exterius 
auribus, interius tentationum stimulis agitabitur. And Marcus 
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Eremita, that lived in that age in which this auricular confession 
began to be the mode of the Latin church, he speaks against it 
severely : “If thou wilt offer to God an unreprovable confession, 
do not recount thy sins particularly, for so thou doest greatly 
defile thy mind; but generously endure their assaults, or what 
they have brought upon thee.” We need no further witness of 
it, but the question and case of conscience which Cajetan puts?, 
Utrum confessor cognoscens ex his que audit in confessione, sequi in 
seipso emissionem seminis sibi displicentem, peccet mortaliter audt- 
endo vel prosequendo tales confessiones? The question is largely 
handled, but not so fit to be read; but instead of it, I shall only 
note the answer of another cardinal’: Confessarius si forte dum 
audit confessiones in tales incidit pollutiones non ob id tenetur non 
audire alios, nisi sit periculum complacentie in pollutione ; tunc 
enim tenetur relinquere confessiones, et auferre peccati occasionem ; 
secus non. This question and this answer I here bring to no 
other purpose but to represent that the priests dwell in tempta- 
tion; and that their manner of receiving confessions is a per- 
petual danger, by which he that loves it may chance to perish. 
And of this there have been too many sad examples remarked, 
evidencing that this private confession hath been the occasion 
and the opportunity of the vilest crimes. There happened but 
one such sad thing in the ancient Greek church, which became 
public by the discipline of public confession, but was acted by 
the opportunity of the private intercourse; and that was then 
thought sufficient to alter that whole discipline: but it is infinitely 
more reasonable to take off the law of private confession, and in 
that manner as it is enjoined; if we consider the intolerable evils 
which are committed frequently upon this scene. Erasmus 
makes a sad complaint of it¢, that the penitents do often light 
upon priests, who, under the pretext of confession, commit things 
not to be spoken of; and, instead of physicians, become partners 
or masters or disciples of turpitude. The matter is notorious 
and very scandalous, and very frequent; insomuch that it pro- 
duced two bulls of two popes contra sollicitantes in confessione : 
the first was of Pius Quartus to the bishop of Sevil, A. D. 1561, 
April the 16th; the other of Gregory the Fifteenth, 1622, August 
30th: which bulls take notice of it, and severely prohibit the 
confessors to tempt the women to undecencies when they come 
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to confession. Concerning which bulls, and the sad causes pro- 
curing them, even the intolerable and frequent impieties acted 
by and in confessions, who desires to be plentifully satisfied may 
please to read the book of Johannes Escobar & Corro, a Spanish 
lawyer, which is a commentary on these two bulls¢; and in the 
beginning he shall find sad complaints and sadder stories. But 
I love not to stir up so much dirt. That which is altogether as 
remarkable, and, it may be, much more, is, that this auricular 
confession not only can, but oftentimes hath been made the most 
advantageous way of plotting, propagating, and carrying on trea- 
sonable propositions and designs. I shall not instance in that 
horrid design of the Gunpowder Treason; for that is known 
every where amongst us; but in the Holy League of France. 
““ When the pulpits became unsafe for tumultuous and traitorous 
preachers, the confessors in private confessions did that with 
more safety; they slandered the king, and endeavoured to prove 
it lawful for subjects to covenant or make leagues and confe- 
deracies without their king’s leave; they sometimes refused to 
absolve them, unless they would enter into the league, and per- 
suaded many miserable persons to be of the faction. But this 
thing was not done so secretly, but notice enough was taken of 
it, and complaint was made to the bishop, and then to Franciscus 
Maurocenus the cardinal legate, who gave notice and caution 
against it: and the effect it produced was only this; they pro- 
ceeded afterwards more warily, and began to preach this doctrine; 
that it was as great a fault if the confident reveal what he hears 
from the confessor in confession, as if the priest should reveal 
the sins told him by the penitent.” This narrative I have from 
Thuanus®. To which I add one more, related in the life of Padre 
Paolo; that Hippolito da Lucca fu in fama sinistra @ haver nelle 
confessioni, e raggionamenti corrotto con larghe promesse ¢ gran 
Speranza persuaso alla duchessa @ adherir alla fattione ecclesiastica. 
“ Hippolitus of Lucca was evil reported to have in discourse or in 
confession persuaded the duchess of Urbin against Czesar d’ Este, 
and to have corrupted her into the faction of the church.” For 
which he was made a bishop‘, and in Rome was always one of 
the prelates deputed in the examination of that controversy. If 
it were possible, and if it could be in the world, I should believe 
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it to be a baser prostitution of religion to temporal designs, which 
is written of F. Arnold the Jesuit, confessor to Lewis the XII Ith 
of France8, that he caused the king at confession solemnly to 
swear, never to dislike what Luines the great favourite did, nor 
himself to meddle with any state affair. Now what advantage 
the pope hath over Christian princes in this particular, and how 
much they have, and how much more they may suffer by this 
economy, is a matter of great consideration : Admonetur omnis 
atas posse fiert, quod jam factum vidimus. 

3. There is yet another very great evil that attends upon the 
Roman way of auricular confession; and that is, an eternal 
scruple of conscience, which to the timorous and to the melan- 
choly, to the pious and considering, and zealous, is almost un- 
avoidable. For, besides that there is no certainty of distinction 
between the mortal and venial sins, there being no catalogues of 
one and the other, save only that they usually reckon but seven 
deadly sins; and the rest are, or may be, easily by the ignorant 
supposed to be venial; and even those sins which are under 
those seven heads are not all mortal; for there are amongst 
them many ways of changing their mortality into veniality ; and, 
consequent to all this, they are either tempted to slight most 
sins, or to be troubled with perpetual disputes concerning al- 
most every thing: besides this, I say, there can be no peace (be- 
cause there can be no certain rule given) concerning the exa- 
mination of our consciences; for who can say he hath done it 
sufficiently, or who knows what is sufficient; and yet if it be 
not sufficient, then the sins which are forgotten by carelessness, 
and not. called to mind by sufficient diligence, are not pardoned, 
and then the penitent hath had much trouble to no purpose. 
There are some confessions imperfect but valid, some invalid for 
their imperfection, some perfect and yet invalid: and they that 
made the distinction, made the rule, and it binds as they please ; 
but it can cause scruples beyond their power of remedy ; because 
there is no certain principle from whence men can derive peace and 
a certain determination, some affirming, and some denying, and 
both of them by chance or humour. There are also many re- 
served cases; some to the bishop, some to the patriarch, some 
to the pope ; and when you shall have run through the fire for 
these before the priest, you must run once or twice more; and 
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your first absolution is of no force: and amongst these reserved 
cases there is also great difference ; some are reserved by reason of 
censures ecclesiastical, and some by reason of the greatness of the 
sin; and these things may be hidden from his eyes; and he, sup- 
posing himself absolved, will perceive himself deceived, and ab- 
solved but from one half. Some indeed think, that if the supe- 
rior absolve from the reserved cases alone, that case is given by 
which all the rest are remitted ; and on the other side, some think 
if the inferior absolves from what he can, grace is given of remit- 
ting even of the reserved: but this is uncertain, and all agree 
that the penitent is never the nearer, but that he is still obliged 
to confess the reserved cases to the superior, if he went first to 
the inferior; or all to the inferior, in case he went first to the 
superior, confessing only the reserved. There are also many diffi- 
culties in the confession of such things, in which the sinner had 
partners: for if he confess the sin so as to accuse any other, he 
sins ; if he does not, in many cases he cannot confess the cireum- 
stances that alter the nature of the crime. Some therefore tell 
him, he may conceal such sins till a fitter opportunity ; others 
say, he may let it quite alone: others yet say, he may get an- 
other confessor; but then there will come another scruple, whe- 
ther he may do this with leave, or without leave; or if he ask leave, 
whether or no, in case it be denied him, he may take leave in such 
an accident. Upon these and many other like accounts, there 
will arise many more questions concerning the iteration of his 
confession ; for if the first confession be by any means made in- 
valid, it must be done over again. But here, in the very begin- 
ning of this affair, the penitent must be sure that his former con- 
fession was invalid. For if it was, he cannot be pardcned unless 
he renew it; and if it was not, let him take heed: for to confess 
the same things twice, and twice to be absolved, it may be, is not 
lawful; and against it Cajetan’, after the scholastical manner, 
brings divers reasons. But suppose the penitent at peace for 
this, then there are very many cases in which confession is to 
be repeated ; and though it was done before, yet it must be done 
over again. As, if there be no manner of contrition, without 
doubt it must be iterated; but there are many cases concerning 
contrition: and if it be at all, though imperfect, it is not to be 
iterated. But what is and what is not contrition, what is per- 
fect and what is imperfect, which is the first degree that makes 
h Quest. quodlibet. Quest. 6. de Confess. 
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the confession valid, can never be told. But then there is some 
comfort to be had; for the sacrament of penance may be true, 
and yet without form or life, at the same timei. And there are 
divers cases, in which the confession that is but materially half 
may be reduced to that which is but formally half; and if there 
be but a propinquity of the mind to a carelessness concerning the 
integrity of confession, the man cannot be sure that things go 
well with him. And sometimes it happens that the church is 
satisfied when God is not satisfied, as in the case of the informis 
confessio ; and then the man is absolved, but his sin is not par- 
doned ; and yet, because he thinks it is, his soul is cozened. 
And yet this is but the beginning of scruples. For suppose the 
penitent hath done his duty, examined himself strictly, repented 
sadly, confessed fully, and is absolved formally ; yet all this may 
come to nothing by reason that there may be some invalidity in 
the ordination of the priest, by crime, by irregularity, by direct 
deficiency of something in the whole succession and ordination ; 
or, it may be, he hath not ordinary or delegate jurisdiction ; for 
“it is not enough that he is a priest, unless he have another au- 
thority,” says Cajetank; besides his order, he must have juris- 
diction, which is carefully to be inquired after, by reason of the 
infinite numbers of friars that take upon them to hear confessions; 
or if he have both, yet the use of his power may be interverted or 
suspended for the time, and then his absolution is worth nothing. 
But here there is some remedy made to the poor distracted peni- 
tent ; for by the constitution of the council of Constance under 
pope Martin the Vth, though the priest be excommunicate, the con- 
fession is not to be iterated : but then this also ends in scruples ; 
for this constitution itself does not hold, if the excommunication 
be for the notorious smiting of a clergyman ; or if it be not, yet 
if the excommunication be denounced, be it for what it will, his 
absolution is void: and therefore the penitent should do well to 
look about him ; especially since, after all this, there may be in- 
numerable deficiencies; yea, some even for want of skill and 
knowledge in the confessor; and when that happens, when the 
confession is to be iterated, there are no certain rules, but it 
must be left to the opinion of another confessor. And when he 
comes, the poor penitent, it may be, is no surer of him than 
of the other ; for if he have no will to absolve the penitent, let 
him dissemble it as he list, the absolution was but jocular, or 
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pretended, or never intended; or, it may be, he is secretly an 
atheist, and laughs at the penitent, and himself too, for acting 
(as he thinks) such a troublesome theatrical nothing ; and then 
the man’s sins cannot be pardoned. And is there no remedy for 
all this evil? It is true, the cases are sad and dangerous, but the 
church of Rome hath (such is her prudence and indulgence) 
found out as much relief as the wit of man can possibly invent. 
For though there may be thus many and many more deficiencies, 
yet there are some extraordinary ways to make it up as well as 
it can. For, to prevent all the contingent mischiefs, let the pe- 
nitent be as wise as he can, and choose his man upon whom 
these defailances may not be observed; for a man in necessity, 
as in danger of death, may be absolved by any one that is a 
priest, but yet, if the penitent escape the sickness or that danger, 
he must go to him again, or to somebody else; by which it 
appears that his affair was left but imperfect. But some persons 
have liberty by reason of their dignity, and some by reason of 
their condition, as being pilgrims or wanderers ; and they have 
greater freedom, and cannot easily fall into many nullities; or 
they may have an explicit or an implicit license: but then they 
must take heed ; for besides many of the precedent dangers, they 
must know that the license extends only to the paschal confes- 
sions, or the usual, but not the extraordinary or emergent: and 
moreover, they can go but to the appointed confessors in the 
places where they are present ; and because under these there is 
the same danger as in all that went before, the little more cer- 
tainty which I hoped for in some few cases comes to nothing. 
But IT go about to reckon the sands on the shore. I shall there- 
fore sum this up with the words of a famous preacher, reported 
by Beatus Rhenanus to have made this observation’, that “ Tho- 
mas Aquinas and Scotus, men too subtle, have made confession 
to be such, that, according to their doctrines, it is impossible to 
confess ;”’ and that “the consciences of penitents, which should 
be extricated and eased, are (by this means) catched in a snare, 
and put to torments,” said Cassander™; so that although con- 
fession to a priest prudently managed without scruple, upon the 
case of a grieved and an unquict conscience, and in order to 
counsel and the perfections of repentance, may be of excellent 
use ; yet to enjoin it in all cases, to make it necessary to salva~ 
tion when God hath not made it so; to exact an enumeration of 
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all our sins in all cases, and of all persons; to clog it with so 
many questions and innumerable inextricable difficulties, and all 
this, besides the evil manage and conduct of it, is the rack of con- 
sciences, the slavery of the church, the evil snare of the simple, 
and the artifice of the crafty: it was or might have been as the 
brazen serpent, a memorial of duty, but now it is nehushtan, es 
corum, something of their own framing. 

And this will yet further appear in this, that there is no ecele- 
siastical tradition of the necessity of confessing all our sins to a 
priest in order to pardon. That it was not the established doctrine 
of the Latin church, I have already proved in the beginning of 
this section; the case is notorious; and the original law of this 
we find in Platina, in the life of pope Zephyrinus. Idem preterea 
instituit, ut omnes Christiani, annos pubertatis attingentes, singulis 
annis in solenni die pasche publice communicarent. Quod quidem 
institutum Innocentius tertius deinceps non ad communionem solum, 
verum etiam ad confessionem delictorum traduatt. Platina was 
the pope’s secretary, and well understood the interests of that 
church, and was sufficiently versed in the records and monu- 
ments of the popes; and tells, that as Zephyrinus commanded 
the eucharist to be taken at Easter, so Innocent III com- 
manded confession of sins. Before this there was no com- 
mand, no decree of any council or pope enjoining it; only in 
the council of Cabaillon, canon 8, it was declared to be pro- 
fitable, that penance should be enjoined to the penitent by the 
priest after confession made to him. But there was no command 
for it ; and in the second council of Cabaillon® it was but a dis- 
puted case, whether they ought to confess to God alone, or also 
to the priest. Some said one, and some said another, guod utrum- 
que non sine magno fructu intra sanctam fit ecclesiam. And The- 
odulphus, bishop of Orleans, tells the particulars®. ‘The con- 
fession we make to the priests gives us this help, that, having 
received his salutary counsel, by the most wholesome duties of 
repentance, or by mutual prayers, we wash away the stains of our 
sins. But the confession we make to God alone avails us in this, 
‘because by how much we are mindful of our sins, by so much 
the Lord forgets them; and on the contrary, by how much we 
forget them, by so much the Lord remembers them, according 
to the saying of the prophet, and I will remember thy sins.” 
But the Fathers of the council gave a good account of these 
particulars also: Confessio itaque que Deo fit purgat peccata: ea vero 


n C. 33. © In tom. 2, Concil Gallic. c. 30. p. 219. 


s.xL  Auricular Confession imposed upon Consciences. 349 


que sacerdott fit docet qualiter ipsa purgentur peccata? Deus enim, 
salutes et sanitatis Author et Largitor, plerunque hanc preebet suc po- 
tentie invisibili administratione, plerunque medicorum operatione? ; 
which words are an excellent declaration of the advantages of 
confession to a priest, but a full argument that it is not neces- 
sary, or that without it pardon of sins is not to be obtained. 
Gratian, quoting the words, cites Theodore, archbishop of Can- 
terbury ; but falsely ; for it is in the second council of Cabaillon, 
and not in Theodore’s Penitential. But I will not trouble the 
reader further in the matter of the Latin church, in which it is 
evident, by what hath been already said, there was concerning 
this no apostolical tradition. 

How it was in the Greek church is only to be inquired. Now 
we might make as quick an end of this also, if we might be 
permitted to take Semeca’s word, the gloss of the canon law4; 
which affirms, that “ confession of deadly sins is not necessary 
among the Greeks, because no such tradition hath descended 
unto them'.” This acknowledgment and report of the Greeks 
not esteeming confession to a priest to be necessary, is not only 
in the gloss above cited, but in Gratian himself, and in the more 
ancient collection of canons by Burchard and Ivo Carnotensis. 
Bellarmine fancies that these words ut Greci are crept into the 
text of Gratian out of the margent. Well! suppose that; but 
then how came they into the elder collections of Burchard and 
Ivo? That is not to be told; “ but creep in they did, some way 
or other; because they are not in the Capitular of Theodore, 
archbishop of Canterbury; and yet from thence this canon was 
taken ; and that capitular was taken from the second council of 
Cabaillon; in which also there are no such words extants:” so 
the cardinal. In which Bellarmine betrays his carelessness, or 
his ignorance, very greatly: 1. Because there is no such thing 
extant in the world, that any man knows and tells of, as the Ca- 
pitular of Theodore. 2. He indeed made a Penitential, a copy 
of which is in Bene’t college library in Cambridge, from whence 
I have received some extracts by the favour and industry of my 
friends; and another copy of it is in sir Robert Cotton’s library. 
3. True it is, there are in that Penitential no such words as ut 
Greci, but a direct affirmation, Confessionem suam Deo soli, se 
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necesse est, licebit agere. 4. That Theodore should take this chap- 
ter out of the second council of Cabaillon, is an intolerable piece 
of ignorance or negligence in so great a scholar as Bellarmine, 
when it is notorious that the council was after Theodore, above 
120 years. 5. But then lastly, because Theodore, though he sat 
in the seat of Canterbury, yet was a Greek born, his words are 
a good record of the opinion of the Greeks, that, “ confession of 
sins is (if there be need) to be made to God alone.” But this I 
shall prove with firmer testimonies; not many, but pregnant, 
clear, and undeniable. 

S. Gregory Nyssen observedt that the ancient Fathers before 
him in their public discipline did take no notice of the sins of 
covetousness, that is, left them without public penance, otherwise 
than it was ordered in other sins; and therefore he interposes 
his judgment thus: ‘‘ But concerning these things, because this 
is pretermitted by the Fathers, I do think it sufficient to cure the 
affections of covetousness with the public word of doctrine or 
instruction, curing the diseases, as it were, of repletion by the 
word.” That is plainly thus: the sins of covetousness had no 
canonical penances imposed upon them; and therefore many 
persons thought but little of them: therefore, to cure this evil, 
let this sin be reproved in public sermons, though there be no 
imposition of public penances. So that here is a remedy without 
penances, a cure without confession, a public sermon instead of 
a public or private judicatory. 

But the fact of Nectarius, in abrogating the public penitentiary 
priest upon the occasion of a scandal, does bear much weight in 
this question. I shall not repeat the story; who please may 
read it in Socrates, Sozomen, Epiphanius, Cassiodore, and Nice- 
phorus; and it is known every where". Only they who are 
pinched by it endeavour to confound it, as Waldensis and Canus; 
some by denying it, as Latinus Latinius; others by disputing 
concerning every thing in it; some saying, that Nectarius abro- 
gated sacramental confession ; others, that he abrogated the 
public only, so very many say: and a third sort, (who yet speak 
with most probability,) that he only took away the office of the 
public penitentiary, which was instituted in the time of Decius, 
and left things as that decree found them; that is, that those 
who had sinned those sins which were noted in the penitential 
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canons should confess them to the bishop, or in the face of the 
church, and submit themselves to the canonical penances. This 
passed into the office of the public penitentiary; and that into 
nothing, in the Greek church. But there is nothing of this that 
I insist upon, but I put the stress of this question upon the pro- 
duct of this. For Eudeemon gave counsel to Nectarius, and he 
followed it, that he took away the penitentiary priest*, ut iberam 
daret potestatem uti pro sua quisque conscientia ad mysteria parti- 
cipanda accederet. So Socrates and Sozomen to the same purpose ; 
ut unicuique liberum permitteret, prout sibi ipse conscius esset et con- 
fideret, ad mysteriorum communionem accedere, poenitentiarium 
illum presbyterum exauthoravit. Now if Nectarius by this decree 
took away sacramental confession, (as the Roman doctors call 
it,) then it is a clear case, the Greek church did not believe it 
necessary ; if it was only the public confession they abolished, then, 
for ought appears, there was no other at that time; I mean, 
none commanded, none under any law or under any necessity : 
but whatever it was that was abolished, private confession did 
not by any decree succeed in the place of it; but every man 
was left to his liberty and the dictates of his own conscience, 
and according to his own persuasion, to his fears or his confidence, 
so to come and partake of the Divine mysteries. All which is a 
plain demonstration, that they understood nothing of the neces- 
sity of confession to a priest of all their sins, before they came 
to the holy sacrament. 

And in pursuance of this are those many exhortations and dis- 
courses of S. Chrysostom, who, succeeding Nectarius, by his 
public doctrine could best inform us how they understood the 
consequence of that decree, and of this whole question. The 
sum of whose doctrine is this; It is not necessary to have your 
sins revealed or brought in public, not only in the congregation, 
but not to any one, but to God alone. “y Make a scrutiny, and 
pass a judgment on your sins inwardly ir your conscience, none 
being present but God alone that seeth all things.” And again ; 
“zDeclare unto God alone thy sin, saying, Against thee only have 
I sinned, and done evil in thy sight ; and thy sin is forgiven thee. 
I do not say, tell to thy fellow-servant, who upbraids thee, but 
tell them to God, who heals thy sins.” And, that after the abo- 
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lition of the penitentiary priest, nothing was surrogated in his 
stead but pious homilies and public exhortations, we learn from 
those words of his: “#We do not bring the sinners into the 
midst, and publish their sins; but having propounded the com- 
mon doctrine to all, we leave it to the conscience of the auditors, 
that out of those things which are spoken every one may find a 
medicine fitted for his wound.” Let the discussion of thy sins 
be in the accounts of thy conscience; let the judgment be passed 
without a witness: let God alone see thee confessing ; God, who 
upbraids not thy sins, but out of this confession blots them out. 
“bHast thou sinned ?—enter into the church, say unto God, I 
have sinned. I exact nothing of thee, but that alone.” The 
same he says in many other places: now against so many, so 
clear and dogmatical testimonies, it will be to no purpose to say, 
that S. Chrysostom only spake against the penitentiary priest 
set over the public penitents ; and this he did in pursuance of 
his predecessor's act. For, besides that some of these homilies 
were written before S. Chrysostom was bishop, viz. his one and 
twenty homilies to the people of Antioch, and the fourth homily 
of Lazarus, which was preached at Antioch before he came to 
Constantinople, when he was but a priest under Flavianus his 
bishop, and his homilies on S. Matthew ; besides this, it is plain 
that he not only speaks against the public judicial penance and 
confession, but against all, except that alone which is made to 
God; allowing the sufficiency of this for pardon, and disallowing 
the necessity of all other. To these things Bellarmine, Perron, 
Petrus de Soto, Vasquez, Valentia and others, strive to find out 
answers; but they neither agree together, neither do their an- 
swers fit the testimonies, as is evident to them that compare the 
one and the other, the chief of which I have remarked in passing 
by. The best answers that can be given are those which Latinus 
Latinius and Petavius give; the first affirming, that these ho- 
milies, 1, are not 8. Chrysostom’s; or, 2, that they are corrupted 
by heretics: and the latter confessing they are his, but blames 
S.Chrysostom for preaching such things. And to these answers 
[ hope I shall not need to make any reply. To the two first of 
Latinus, Vasquez hath answered perfectly¢; and to that of Peta- 
vius there needs none; Petavius, instead of answering, making 
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himself a judge of S. Chrysostom. I suppose if we had done so 
in any question against them, they would have taken it in preat 
scorn and indignation; and therefore we choose to follow S.Chry- 
sostom rather than master Petavius. 

I do not deny but the Roman doctors do bring many sayings 
of the Greek and Latin Fathers, shewing the usefulness of con- 
fession to a priest, and exhorting and pressing men to it; but 
their arts are notorious and evident; and what (according to 
the discipline of the church at that time) they spake in behalf 
of the ewomologesis, or public discipline, that these doctors trans- 
late to the private confession; and yet whatever we bring out of 
antiquity against the necessity of confession to a priest, that 
they will resolvedly understand only of the public. But besides 
what hath been said to every of the particulars, J shall conclude 
this point with the sayings of some eminent men of their own, 
who have made the same observation. Jn hoc labuntur theologi 
quidam parum attent,, quod, que veteres ili de hujusmodi publica 
et generali confessione, que nihil aliud erat quam signis quibusdam 
et piaminibus ab episcopo indictis, se peccatorem, et bonorum com- 
munione indignum agnoscere, trahunt ad hance occultam et longe 
diversi generis: so Erasmus’. And B. Rhenanus says, ‘ Let no 
man wonder that Tertullian speaks nothing of the secret or clan- 
cular confession of sins, which, so far as we conjecture, was bred 
out of the (old) exomologesis, by the unconstrained piety of men. 
For we do not find it at all commanded of old.” 

The conclusion of these premises is this; that the old ecclesi- 
astic discipline being passed into desuetude and indevotion, the 
Latin church especially kept up some little broken planks of it ; 
which, so long as charity and devotion were warm, and secular 
interest had not turned religion into arts, did in some good 
measure supply the want of the old better discipline; but when 
it had degenerated into little forms, and yet was found to serve 
great ends of power, wealth, and ambition, it passed into new 
doctrines, and is now bold to pretend to Divine institution, though 
it be nothing but the commandment of men, a snare of consciences, 
and a ministry of human policy; false in the proposition, and in- 
tolerable in the conclusion. 

There are divers other instances reducible to this charge, and 
especially the prohibition of priests’ marriage, and the abstinence 

4 In S. Hieron. Epist. ad Oceanum, sive Epitaph. Fabiole, Preefat. in 1. Tertull. 
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from flesh at certain times; which are grown up from human 
ordinances to be established doctrines, that is, to be urged with 
greater severity than the laws of God; insomuch that the church 
of Rome permits concubinate and stews at the same time when 
she will not permit chaste marriages to her clergy. And for 
abstinence from flesh at times appointed, velute parricida pene 
dixerim rapitur ad supplicium, qui pro piscium carnibus gustarit 
carnes suillase. But I shall not now insist upon these, having so 
many other things to say, and especially having already in another 
place verified this charge against them in these instances. I shall 
only name one testimony of their own, which is a pregnant mother 
of many instances; and it is in their own canon lawf: “ They 
that voluntarily violate the canons are heavily judged by the holy 
Fathers, and are damned by the Holy Ghost, by whose instinct 
they were dictated.” For they do not incongruously seem to 
blaspheme the Holy Ghost. And a little after, “Such a pre- 
sumption is manifestly one of the kinds of them that blaspheme 
against the Holy Ghost.” Now if the laws of their church}, 
which are discordant enough, and many times of themselves too 
blamable, be yet by them accounted so sacred, that it is taught 
to be a sin against the Holy Ghost willingly to break them; in 
the world there cannot be a greater verification of this charge 
upon them ; it being confessed on all hands, that not every man 
who voluntarily violates a Divine commandment does blaspheme 
the Holy Ghost. 
€ Rule of Conscience, lib. 3. cap. 4. & Dicati pro dictati. 
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SECTION I. 


Of Indulgences. 
ONE of the great instances to prove the Roman religion to be 
new, not primitive, not apostolic, is the foolish and unjustifiable 
doctrine of indulgences. This point I have already handled ; 
so fully, and so without contradiction from the Roman doctors, 
(except that they have causelessly snarled at some of the testi- 
monies,) that for ought yet appears, that discourse may remain 
a sufficient reproof of the church of Rome until the day of their 
reformation. ‘The first testimony I brought is the confession of 
a party; for I affirmed that bishop Fisher of Rochester did confess, 
“That in the beginning of the church there was no use of indul- 
gences, and that they began after the people were a while af- 
frighted with the torments of purgatory.” To this there are 
two answers; the first is, that bishop Fisher said no such 
words. No? proferte tabulas. His words are thesea; ‘“ Who 
can now wonder that in the beginning of the primitive church 
there was no use of indulgences?” And again, ‘“ Indulgences be- 
gan a while after men trembled at the torments of purgatory.” 
These are the words of Roffensis. What in the world can be 
plainer? And this is so evident, that Alphonsus 4 Castro thinks 
himself concerned to answer the objection, and the danger of 
such concessions”: “ Neither upon this occasion are indulgences 
to be despised because their use may seem to be received lately 
in the church, because there are many things known to posterity 
a Tn art. 18. cont. Luther. > Lib. 8. adv. Heres. tit. Indulgentiz. 
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which those ancient writers were wholly ignorant of. Quid ergo 
mirum si ad hune modum contigerit de indulgentiis ut apud priscos 
nulla sit de tis mentio?” Indeed antiquity was wholly ignorant 
of these things; and as for their catholic posterity, some of them 
also did not believe that indulgences did profit any that were 
dead. Amongst these, Hostiensis and Biel were the most noted. 
But Biel was soon made to alter his opinion; Hostiensis did not, 
that I finds. 

The other answer is by E.W ; “That Roffensis saith it not 
so absolutely, but with this interrogation; Quis jam de indul- 
gentiis mirari potest? Who now can wonder concerning indul- 
gences *” Wonder! at what? for E. W is loath to tell it; but 
“truth must out.” “ Who now can wonder that in the beginning 
of the church there was no use of indulgences?” So Roffensis ; 
which first supposes this, that in the primitive church there was 
no usé of indulgences; none at all; and this, which is the main 
question here, is as absolutely affirmed as any thing; it is like a 
precognition to a scientifical discourse. And then the question 
having presupposed this, does by direct implication say, it is no 
wonder that there should be then no use of indulgences. That is, 
it not only absolutely affirms the thing, but, by consequence, the 
notoriety of it and the reasonableness. Nothing affirms or denies 
more strongly than a question: Are not my ways equal, said God, 
and are not your ways unequal ? that is, it is evident and notori- 
ous that it is so. And by this we understand the meaning of 
Roffensis in the following words: “ Yet, as they say, there was 
some very ancient use of them among the Romans.” “ They 
say ;” that is, there is a talk of it amongst some or other; but 
such they were whom Roffensis believed not; and that upon 
which they did ground their fabulous report was nothing but a 
ridiculous legend, which I have already confuted4, 

The same doctrine is taught by Antoninus, who confesses 
“that concerning them we have nothing expressly either in the 
scriptures or in the sayings of the ancient doctors.” And that 
he said so cannot be denied ; but E. W says, that I omit what 
Antoninus adds, that is, I did not transcribe hig whole book. 
But what is it that I should have added? This: Quamvis ad hoc 
inducatur illud apostoli, 2 Cor. ii., Si quid donavi vobis, propter vos 


© Hostiensis in summa l 5. tit. de Re- ad primam. 


miss. Biel in Canon. Misse, lect. 57. vide d Dissuasive, part1. and sect. 3. 
Bellarm. 1.1. c.14. de Indul. sect. Quod 


8.1. Of Indulgences. 357 


in persona Christi. Now to this there needs no answer but this, 
that it is nothing to the purpose. To whom the Corinthians for- 
gave any thing, to the same person S. Paul for their sakes did 
forgive also. But what then; therefore the pope and his clergy 
have power to take off the temporal punishments which God 
reserves upon sinners after he hath forgiven them the temporal ? 
and that the church hath power to forgive sins beforehand, and 
to set a price upon the basest crimes, and not to forgive, but to 
sell indulgences? and lay up the supernumerary treasures of the 
saints’ good works, and issue them out by retail in the market of 
purgatory? Because St. Paul caused the Corinthians to be ab- 
solved, and restored to the church’s peace after a severe penance; 
so great, that the poor man was in danger of being swallowed up 
with despair and the subtleties of Satan; does this prove that 
therefore all penances may be taken off when there is no such 
danger, no such pious and charitable consideration? And yet, 
besides the inconsequence of all this, S. Paul gave no indulgence 
but what the Christian church of Corinth (in which at that time 
there was no bishop) did first give themselves. Now the indul- 
gence which the people give will prove but little warrant to what 
the Church of Rome pretends; not only for the former reasons, 
but also because the primitive church had said nothing expressly 
concerning indulgences ; and therefore did not to any such pur- 
pose expound the words of S. Paul; but also because Antoninus 
himself was not moved by those words to think they meant any 
thing of the Roman indulgences, but mentions it as the argument 
of other persons. Just as if I should write, that there is con- 
cerning transubstantiation nothing expressly said in the scrip- 
tures or in the writings of the ancient Fathers, although Hoe est 
corpus meum be brought in for it: would any man in his wits say, 
that I am of the opinion that in scripture there is something 
express for it, though I expressly deny it? I suppose not. 

It appears now that Roffensis and A Castro declared against 
the antiquity of indulgences; their own words are the witnesses; 
and the same is also true of Antoninus ; and therefore the first 
discourse of indulgences (in the Dissuasive) might have gone on 
prosperously, and needed not to have been interrupted. For if 
these quotations be true, as is pretended, and as now appears, 
there is nothing by my adversaries said in defence of indulgences, 
no pretence of an argument in justification of them, the whole 
matter is so foul, and yet so notorious, that the novelty of it is 
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plainly acknowledged by their most learned men, and but faintly 
denied by the bolder people that care not what they say. So that 
I shall account the main point of indulgences to be (for ought yet 
appears to the contrary) gained against the church of Rome. 

But there is another appendent question that happens in by 
the by; nothing to the main inquiry, but a particular instance 
of the usual ways of earning indulgences, viz. by going in pilgrim- 
ages; which very particularly I affirmed to be reproved by the 
ancient Fathers; and particularly by S. Gregory Nyssen, in a 
book or epistle of his written wholly on this subject, (so I said,) 
and so Possevine calls it, librum contra peregrinationes ; “the 
book against pilgrimages.” The epistle is large and learned, and 
greatly dissuasive of Christians from going in pilgrimage to Jeru- 
salem. Dominus profectionem in Hierosolyma inter recte facta que 
co (viz. ad regni celorum hereditatem consequendam) dirigant non 
enumeravit ; ubi beatitudinem annunciat, tale studium, talemque 
operam non est compleaus. And again; Spiritualem noxam affricat 
accuratum vite genus insistentibus. Non est ista tanto digna studio, 
imo est vitanda summo opere. And if this was directed principally 
to such persons who had chosen to live a solitary and private life; 
yet that was because such strict and religious persons were those, 
whose false show of piety he did in that instance reprove; but he 
reproves it by such arguments all the way as concern all Christ- 
ians, but especially women; and answers to an objection made 
against himself for going; which he says he did by command, 
and public charge, and for the service of the Arabian churches, 
and that he might confer with the bishops of Palestine. This 
epistle of S. Gregory Nyssen de Adeuntibus Hierosolymam was 
printed at Paris in Greek, by Guilielmus Morellus, and again 
published in Greek and Latin with a double version by Peter du 
Moulin, and is acknowledged by Baronius to be legitimate®; and 
therefore there is no denying the truth of the quotation; the 
author of the Letter had better to have rubbed his forehead hard, 
and to have answered as Possevine did, Ad hereticis prodiit 
liber sub nomine Gregorit Nysseni: and Bellarmine, being pinched 
with it, says, Forte non est Nysseni ; nec scitur quis ille verterit in 
sermonem Latinum, et forte etiam non invenitur Grace. All which 
is refuted by their own parties. 

That S. Chrysostom was of the same judgment appears plainly 
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in these few words: &Namque ad impetrandum nostris sceleribus 
veniam, non pecunias tmpendere nec aliud aliquid hujusmodi facere : 
sola sufficit bone voluntatis integritas. Non opus est in longin- 
qua peregrinando transire, nec ad remotissimas ire nationes, S&e. 
S. Chrysostom, according to the sense of the other Fathers, 
teaches a religion and repentance wholly reducing us to a good 
life, a service perfectly consisting in the works of a good con- 
science. And in the exclusion of other external things, he 
reckons this of pilgrimages. For, how travelling into foreign 
countries for pardon of our crimes differs from pilgrimages, I 
have not been yet taught. 

The last I mentioned is S. Bernardi; his words are these: “It 
is not necessary for thee to pass over sea, to penetrate the clouds, 
to go beyond the Alps; there is, I say, no great journey proposed 
to you; meet God within yourself, for the word is nigh unto thee, 
in thy mouth and in thy heart, &e. So the author of the Letter 
acknowledges S. Bernard to have said in the place quoted: yea 
but says this objector, I might as well have quoted Moses, 
(Deut. xiii. 14.) Well, what if I had quoted Moses? had it been 
ever the worse? But though I did not, yet S. Bernard quoted 
Moses, and that, it seems, troubled this gentleman. But S. 
Bernard’s words are indeed agreeable to the words of Moses, but 
not all out the same; for Moses made no prohibition of going to 
Rome, which I suppose S. Bernard meant by transalpinare. 

There remains in A. L. yet one cavil, but it is a question of 
diligence, and not to the point in hand. The authority of 
S. Austin’ I marked under the title of his sermon de Martyribus. 
But the gentleman, to shew his learning, tells us plainly, that 
“there is but one in St. Austin’s works with that title, to wit, 
his 117th Sermon de Diversis, and in that there is not the least 
word to any such purpose.” All this latter part may be true, 
but the first is a great mistake; for if the gentleman please to 
look in the Paris edition of S. Austin, 1571, tom. x. pag. 277, he 
shall find the words I have quoted. And whereas he talks of 
117 sermons de Diversis, and of one only sermon de Martyribus, 
I do a little wonder at him to talk so confidently ; whereas in the 
edition I speak of, and which I followed, there are but forty-nine 
sermons, and seventeen under the title de Diversis, and yet there 
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are six sermons that bear the title de Martyribus, but they are 
to be found under the title de Sanctis ; so that the gentleman 
looked in the wrong place for his quotation; and if he had not 
mistaken himself, he could have had no colour for an objection. 
But for the satisfaction of the reader the words are these: in his 
third sermon de Martyribus diversis: Non diait vade in orientem 
et quere justitiam, naviga usque ad oceidentem ut accipias indul- 
gentiam. Dimitte inimico tuo et dimittetur tibi : indulge et indul- 
getur tibi, da et dabitur tibi; nihil a te extra te querit. Ad te 
ipsum et ad conscientiam tuam te Deus diriget. In te enim poswit 
quod requirit. But now let it be considered, that all those 
charges which are laid against the church of Rome and her 
greatest doctors respectively in the matter of indulgences are 
found to be true; and if so, let the world judge whether that 
doctrine and those practices be tolerable in a Christian church. 

But that the reader may not be put off with a mere defence of 
four quotations, I shall add this; that I might have instanced in 
worse matters made by the popes of Rome to be the pious works, 
the condition of obtaining indulgences. Such as was the bull of 
pope Julius the Second, giving indulgence to him that meeting 
a Frenchman should kill him, and another for the killing of a 
Venetian. But we need not to wonder at it, since, according to 
the doctrine of Thomas Aquinas™, “we ought to say, that in the 
pope is the fulness of all graces ; because he alone bestows a full 
indulgence of all our sins; so that what we say of our chief Prince 
and Lord (viz. Jesus Christ) does fit him, for we all have received 
of his fulness.” Which words, besides that they are horrid 
blasphemy, are also a fit principle of the doctrine and use of 
indulgences to those purposes and in that evil manner we com- 
plain of in the church of Rome. 

I desire this only instance may be added to it, that pope Paul 
the Third, he that convened the council of Trent, and Julius the 
Third, for fear (as I may suppose) the council should forbid any 
more such follies, for a farewell to this game gave an indulgence 
to the fraternity of the sacrament of the altar, or of the blessed 
body of our Lord Jesus Christ‘, of such a vastness and unrea- 
sonable folly, that it puts us beyond the question of religion, to 
an inquiry whether it were not done either in perfect distraction, 
or with a worse design to make religion to be ridiculous, and 
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expose it to a contempt and scorn. The conditions of the indul- 
gence are, either to visit the church of S. Hilary of Chartres, to 
say a Pater Noster and an Ave Mary every Friday, or at most to 
be present at processions and other Divine service upon Corpus 
Christi day. The gift is as many privileges, indults, exemptions, 
liberties, immunities, plenary pardon of sins, and other spiritual 
graces, as were given to the fraternity of the image of our Saviour, 
ad Sancta Sanctorum ; the fraternity of the charity and great 
hospital of S. James in Augusta, of S. John Baptist, of S. Cosmus 
and Damianus; of the Florentine nation, of the hospital of the 
Holy Ghost in Saxia, of the order of S. Austin and S. Champ, of 
the fraternities of the said city ; of the churches of our Lady de 
populo e de verbo: and all those which were ever given to them 
that visited these churches ; or those which should be ever given 
hereafter. A pretty large gift! in which there were so many 
pardons, quarter pardons, half pardons, true pardons, plenary 
pardons, quarantaines, and years of quarantaines, that it is a 
harder thing to number them than to purchase them. I shall 
remark in these some particulars fit to be considered. 

1. That a most scandalous and unchristian dissolution and 
death of all ecclesiastical discipline is consequent to the making 
all sin so cheap and trivial a thing; that the horrible demerits 
and exemplary punishment and remotion of scandal and satisfac- 
tions to the church are indeed reduced to trifling and mock pe- 
nances. He that shall send a servant with a candle to attend the 
holy sacrament when it shall be carried to sick people, or shall go 
himself, or if he can neither go nor send, if he say a Pater Noster 
and an Ave, he shall have a hundred years of true pardon. This 
is fair and easy. But then, 

2. It would be considered what is meant by so many years of 
pardon, and so many years of true pardon. I know but of one 
natural interpretation of it, and that it can mean nothing but 
that some of the pardons are but fantastical, and not true; and 
in this I find no fault, save only that it ought to have been said 
that all of them are fantastical. 

3.1t were fit we learned how to compute four thousand and 
eight hundred years of quarantaines, and remission of a third 
part of all their sins; for so much is given to every brother and 
sister of this fraternity upon Easter day, and eight days after. 
Now if a brother needs not thus many, it would be considered 
whether it do not encourage a brother or a frail sister to use all 
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their medicine, and to sin more freely, lest so great a gift become 
useless. 

4. And this is so much the more considerable, because the gift 
is vast beyond all imagination. The first four days in Lent they 
may purchase thirty-three thousand years of pardon, besides a 
plenary remission of all his sins over and above. The first week 
of Lent, a hundred and three and thirty thousand years of par- 
don, besides five plenary remissions of all their sins, and two third 
parts besides, and the delivery of one soul out of purgatory. The 
second week in Lent, a hundred and eight and fifty thousand 
years of pardon, besides the remission of all their sins, and a third 
part besides, and the delivery of one soul. The third week in 
Lent, eighty thousand years, besides a plenary remission, and the 
delivery of one soul out of purgatory. The fourth week in Lent, 
threescore thousand years of pardon, besides a remission of two 
thirds of all their sins, and one plenary remission, and one soul 
delivered. The fifth week, seventy-nine thousand years of pardon, 
and the deliverance of two souls, only the two thousand seven 
hundred years that is given for the Sunday may be had twice 
that day, if they will visit the altar twice, and as many quaran- 
taines. The sixth week, two hundred and five thousand years, 
besides quarantaines, and four plenary pardons. Only on Palm 
Sunday, whose portion is twenty-five thousand years, it may be 
had twice that day. And all this is the price of him that shall 
upon these days visit the altar in the church of S. Hilary. And 
this runs on to the Fridays, and many festivals and other solemn 
days in the other parts of the year. 

5. Though it may be that a brother may not need all this, at 
least at that time, yet that there may be no insecurity, the said 
popes give to every brother and sister of the fraternity plenary 
pardon and indulgence of all their sins thrice in their life, upon 
what day and hour they please. I suppose that one of the times 
shall be in the article of death, for that is the surest way for a 
weak brother®. I have read that the popes do not only give 
remission of sins already committed, but also of such as are to 
be committed. But whether it be so or no, there is in the bulls 
of this fraternity as good provision; for he that hath a dormant 
faculty for a plenary pardon laying by him, to be used at what 
hour he please, hath a bull beforehand for pardon of sins after- 
wards to be committed when he hath a mind to it. 

© Vide Revue du Concile de Trent, 1. 5. ¢. 1. 
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6. To what purpose is so much waste of the treasure of the 
church? Quorsum perditio hec ? Every brother or sister of this 
fraternity may have, for so many times visiting the altar aforesaid, 
fourteen or fifteen plenary pardons. Certainly the popes suppose 
these persons to be mighty criminals, that they need so many 
pardons, so many plenaries. But two alls of the same thing is 
as much as two nothings. But if there were not infinite causes 
of fear that very many of them were nullities, and that none of 
them were of any certain avail, there could be no pretence of 
reasonableness in dispensing these jewels with so loose a hand 
and useless a freedom, as if a man did shovel mustard or pour 
hogsheads of vinegar into his friend’s mouth, to make him swallow 
a mouthful of herbs. 

7. What is the secret meaning of it, that in divers clauses in 
their bulls of indulgences? they put in this clause, a pardon of all 
their sins, ‘be they never so heinous.” The extraordinary cases 
reserved to the pope, and the consequent difficulty of getting par- 
don of such great sins, because it would cost much more money, 
was or might be some little restraint to some persons from run- 
ning easily into the most horrible impieties; but to give such a 
loose to this little, and this last rein and curb, and by an easy 
indulgence to take off all, even the most heinous sins, what is it 
but to give the Devil an argument to tempt persons that have 
any conscience or fear left, to throw off all fear, and to stick at 
nothing ! 

8. It seems hard to give a reasonable account, what is meant 
by giving a plenary pardon of all their sins, and yet at the same 
time an indulgence of twelve thousand years, and as many qua- 
rantaines: it seems the bounty of the church runs out of a con- 
duit; though the vessels be full, yet the water still continues 
running, and goes into waste. 

9. In this great heap of indulgences (and so it is in very many 
other) power is given to a lay sister or brother to free a soul 
from purgatory. But if this be so easily granted, the necessity 
of masses will be very little: what need is there to give greater 
fees to a physician, when a sick person may be cured with a pos- 
set and pepper? The remedy of the way of indulgences is cheap 
and easy—a servant with a candle, a Pater and an Ave, a going 
to visit an altar, wearing the scapular of the Carmelites, or the 
cord of S. Francis : but masses for souls are a dear commodity ; 

P Bull. Julii 3. de an. Jubil. 
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fivepence or sixpence is the least a mass will cost in some places; 
nay it will stand in ninepence in other places. But then if the 
pope can do this trick certainly, then what can be said to John 
Gerson’s question : 

Arbitrio papa proprio si clavibus uti 

Possit, cur sinit ut peena pios cruciet ? 

Cur non evacuat loca purgandis animabus 

Tradita ? 
The answer makes up the tetrastic ; 

Sed servus esse fidelis amat. 

The pope may be kind, but he must be wise too, a faithful and 
wise steward; he must not destroy the whole state of the purging 
church: if he takes away all the fuel from the fire, who shall 
make the pot boil? This may not be done, ut possint superesse 
quos peccasse pomiteat ; sinners must pay for it in their bodies 
or their purses. 


SECTION II. 
Of Purgatory. 


Tuar the doctrine of purgatory as it is taught in the Roman 
church is a novelty, and a part of their new religion, is sufficiently 
attested by the words of the cardinal of Rochester and Alphonsus 
2 Castro ; whose words I now add, that he who pleases may see 
how these new men would fain impose their new fancies upon the 
church, under pretence and title of ancient and catholic verities. 
The words of Roffensis, in his eighteenth article against Luther, 
are these; PLegat qui velit Grecorum veterum commentarios, et 
nullum, quantum, opinor ; aut quam rarissimum de purgatorio ser- 


Pp A Letter to a Friend touching 


poses the objection,) then it is very cer- 
Dr. Taylor, sect. 4. n. 26. p. 10. which 


tain, that if this can pass among the an- 


if the reader please for his curiosity or 
his recreation to see, he shall find this 
pleasant passage, of deep learning and 
subtle observation : ‘« Dr. Taylor had said 
that Roffensis and P.V. affirm, that whoso 
searcheth the writings of the Greek Fathers 
shall find, ‘ that none, or very rarely any 
one of them, ever makes mention of pur- 
gatory.’ Whereas Pol. Virgil affirms no 
such thing; nor doth Roffensis say, ‘ that 
very rarely any one of them mentions it,’ 
but only ‘that in these ancient writers he 
shall find none, or but very rare mention 
of it.’ If this man were in his wits when 
he made this answer, (an answer which 
no man can unriddle, or tell how it op- 


swers to the protestants’ objections, the 
papists are in a very great strait, and have 
very little to say for themselves: and the 
Letter to a Friend was written by com- 
pulsion, and by the shame of confutation ; 
not of conscience or ingenuous persuasion. 
No man can be so foolish as to suppose 
this fit to be given in answer to any sober 
discourse; or if there be such pitiful people 
in the church of Rome, and trusted to 
write books in defence of their religion, it 
seems they care not what any man says 
or proves against them, if the people be 
but cozened with a pretended answer ; 
for that serves the turn as well as a 
wiser.” 
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monem inveniet. Sed neque Latini simul omnes, at sensim hujus ret 
veritatem conceperunt. ‘+ He that pleases, let him read the com- 
mentaries of the old Greeks, and, as I suppose, he shall find none, 
or very rare mention (or speech) of purgatory. But neither did 
all the Latins at one time, but by little and little, conceive the 
truth of this thing.” And again ; Aliquandiu incognitum fut, 
sero cognitum universe ecclesia. Deinde quibusdam pedetentim, 
partim ex scripturis, partim ex revelationibus creditum fuit. “For 
somewhile it was unknown; it was but lately known to the ca- 
tholic church. Then it was believed by some, by little and little; 
partly from scripture, partly from revelations.” And this is the 
goodly ground of the doctrine of purgatory, founded no question 
upon tradition apostolical ; delivered some hundreds of years in- 
deed after they were dead ; but the truth is, because it was for- 
gotten by the apostles, and they, having so many things in their 
heads when they were alive, wrote and said nothing of it, there- 
fore they took care to send some from the dead, who by new 
revelations should teach this old doctrine. This we may con- 
jecture to be the equivalent sense of the plain words of Roffensis‘4. 
But the plain words are sufficient without a commentary. 

Now for Polydore Virgil, his own words can best tell what he 
says. The words I have put into the margent, because they are 
many'; the sense of them is this: 1. He finds no use of indul- 
gences before the stations of S. Gregory; the consequent of that 
is, that all the Latin Fathers did not receive them before S. Gre- 
gory’s time; and therefore they did not receive them all together. 
2. The matter being so obscure, Polydore chose to express his 
sense in the testimony of Roffensis. 3. From him he affirms, 
that the use of indulgences is but new, and lately received 
amongst Christians. 4. That there is no certainty concerning 
their original. 5. They report, that amongst the ancient Latins 


q Lib. 8. cap.1. de Inven. Rerum. 

r Ego vero originem quod mei est mu- 
neris queritans non reperio ante fuisse, 
quod sciam, quum D. Gregorius ad suas 
stationes id preemii proposuerit. Qua- 
propter in re parum perspicua, utar testi- 
monio Johannis Roffensis episcopi, qui in 
eo opere quod nuper in Lutherum scrip- 
sit, sic de ejusmodi veniarum initio pro- 
dit. Multos fortasse movit indulgentiis 
istis non usque adeo fidere, quod earum 
usus in ecclesia videatur recentior, et ad- 
modum sero apud Christianos repertus. 
Quibus ego respondeo, non certo constare 
a quo primum tradi coeperint. Fuit ta- 


men nonnullus earum usus (ut aiunt) 
apud Romanos vetustissimus, quod ex 
stationibus intelligi potest et subiit. 
Nemo certe dubitat orthodoxus an pur- 
gatorium sit, de quo tamen apud priscos 
non ulla vel quam rarissime fiebat mentio. 
Sed et Grecis ad hunc usque diem, non 
est creditum esse: quamdiu enim nulla 
fuerat de purgatorio cura, nemo quesivit 
indulgentias ; nam ex illo pendet omnis 
induigentiarum existimatio: sitollas pur- 
gatorium, quorsum indulgentiis opus erit ? 
coeperunt igitur indulgentiz postquam 
ad purgatorii cruciatus aliquandiu trepi- 
datum est. 
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there was some use of them. But it is but a report, for he knows 
nothing of it before S. Gregory’s time, and for that also he hath 
but a mere report. 6. Amongst the Greeks it is not to this day 
believed. 7. As long as there was no care of purgatory, no man 
looked after indulgences; because if you take away purgatory, 
there is no need of indulgences. 8. That the use of indulgences 
began after men had a while trembled at the torments of pur- 
gatory. This, if I understand Latin or common sense, 18 the 
doctrine of Polydore Virgil; and to him I add also the testimony 
of Alphonsus & Castros: De purgatorio fere nulla mentio, potis- 
simum apud Grecos scriptores. Qua de causa usque hodrernum 
diem purgatorium non est a Grecis creditum. The consequent 
of these things is this: If purgatory was not known to the pri- 
mitive church; if it was but lately known to the catholic church ; 
if the Fathers seldom or never make mention of it; if in the 
Greek church especially there was so great silence of it, that to 
this very day it is not believed amongst the Greeks; then this 
doctrine was not an apostolical doctrine, not primitive, not ca- 
tholic, but an innovation, and of yesterday. 

And this is of itself (besides all these confessions of their own 
parties) a suspicious matter, because the church of Rome does 
establish their doctrine of purgatory upon the ancient use of the 
church of praying for the dead. But this consequence of theirs 
is wholly vain; because all the Fathers did pray for the dead, 
yet they never prayed for their deliverance out of purgatory, nor 
ever meant it. To this it is thus objectedt: It is confessed that 
they “prayed for them that God would shew them a mercy.” Now, 
“mark well; If they be in heaven, they have a mercy, the sen- 
tence is given for eternal happiness: if in hell, they are wholly 
destitute of mercy, unless there be a third place where mercy 
can be shewed them.” I have according to my order marked it 
well; but find nothing in it to purpose. For though the Fathers 
prayed for the souls departed, that God would shew them mercy, 
yet it was, that God would shew them mercy in the day of judg- 
ment. “In that formidable and dreadful day, then there is need 
of much mercy unto us,” saith S, Chrysostom. And methinks 
this gentleman should not have made use of so pitiful an argu- 
ment, and would not, if he had considered that S. Paul prayed 
for Onesiphorus, that God would shew him a mercy in that day ; 
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that is, in the day of judgment, as generally interpreters ancient 
and modern do understand it, and particularly 8. Chrysostom 
now cited. The faithful departed are in the hands of Christ as 
soon as they die, and they are very well; and the souls of the 
wicked are where it pleases God to appoint them to be, torment- 
ed by a fearful expectation of the revelation of the day of judg- 
ment; but heaven and hell are reserved till the day of judgment, 
and the Devils themselves are reserved in chains of darkness unto 
the judgment of the great day, saith S. Jude"; and in that day 
they shall be sentenced, and so shall all the wicked, to everlasting 
fire, which as yet is but prepared for the Devil and his angels for 
ever. But is there no mercy to be shewed to them unless they 
be in purgatory? some of the ancients speak of visitation of 
angels to be imparted to the souls departed ; and the hastening 
of the day of judgment is a mercy; and the avenging of the mar- 
tyrs upon their adversaries is a mercy for which the souls under 
the altar pray, saith S. John in the Revelation: and the Greek 
Fathers speak of a fiery trial at the day of judgment through 
which every one must pass; and there will be great need of 
mercy. And after all this, there is a remission of sins proper 
to this world, when God so pardons that he gives the grace of 
repentance, that he takes his judgments off from us, that he gives 
us his Holy Spirit to mortify our sins, that he admits us to work 
in his laboratory, that he sustains us by his power, and promotes 
us by his grace, and stands by us favourably while we work out 
our salvation with fear and trembling ; and at last he crowns us 
with perseverance. But at the day of judgment there shall be 
a pardon of sins that will crown this pardon; when God shall 
pronounce us pardoned before all the world ; and when Christ 
shall actually and presentially rescue us from all the pains which 
our sins have deserved, even from everlasting pain: and that is 
the final pardon, for which, till it be accomplished, all the faith- 
ful do night and day pray incessantly; although to many for 
whom they do pray, they friendly believe that it is now certain 
that they shall then be glorified. Scpissime petuntur illa que 
certo sciuntur eventura ut petuntur, et hujus ret plurima sunt tes- 
timonia, said Alphonsus a Castro: and so also Medina and Bellar- 
mine acknowledge*. The thing is true, they say ; but if it were not, 
yet we find that de facto they do pray, Domine Jesu Christe, rea 


u Ver. 6. Jo. Medina de Poenit. tract. 6. q. 6. Cod. 
x Contr. Heres. lib, 12. tit. Purgator. deoratione, Bellar. de Purgat. lib. 2. cap. 5. 
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gloria, libera animas fidelium defunctorum de penis infernt a de 
profundo lacu: libera eos de ore leonis, ne absorbeat eos Tartarus, ne 
cadant in obscurum. So it is in the masses pro defunctis’. And 
therefore this gentleman talking that in heaven all is remitted, and 
in hell nothing is forgiven, and from hence to conclude that there 
is no avoiding of purgatory, is too hasty a conclusion: let him stay 
till he comes to heaven, and the final sentence is passed, and then 
he will (if he finds it to be so) have reason to say what he does; but 
by that time the dream of purgatory will be out; and in the mean 
time let him strive to understand his mass book better. S. Austin 
thought he had reason to pray for pardon and remission for his 
mother, for the reasons already expressed, though he never 
thought his mother was in purgatory. It was upon consider- 
ation of the dangers of every soul that dies in Adam; and yet 
he affirms she was even before her death alive unto Christ : and 
therefore she did not die miserable, nor did she die at all, (said 
her son,) Hoc et documentis ejus morum, et fide non ficta, ratio- 
nibus certis tenebamus ; and when he did pray for her, Credo jam 
Jeceris quod te rogo, sed voluntaria oris mei approba Domine ; which 
will yet give another answer to this confident gentleman; S.Austin 
prayed for pardon for his mother, and did believe the thing was 
done already; but he prayed to God to approve that voluntary 
oblation of his mouth. So that now all the objection is vanished; 
S. Austin prayed, (besides many other reasons,) to manifest his 
kindness, not for any need she had. But after all this, was not 
S. Monica a saint? Is she not put in the Roman calendar, and 
the fourth of May appointed for her festival? And do saints, do 
canonized persons use to go to purgatory? But let it be as it will, 
I only desire that this be remembered against a good time; that 
here it is confessed that prayers were offered for a saint departed. 
I fear it will be denied by and by. 

But 2. The Fathers made prayers for those who by the con- 
fession of all sides never were in purgatory, for the patriarchs, 
apostles, &c., and especially for the blessed Virgin Mary; this 
which is a direct and perfect overthrow of the Roman doctrine 
of purgatory, and therefore, if it can be made good, they have no 
probability left, upon the confidence of which they can plausibly 
pretend to purgatory. I have already offered something in proof 
of this, which I shall now review, and confirm fully. I begin with 


y Vide missam in commemorationem omnium defunctorum. 
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that of Durantus*, whom I alleged as confessing that they offered> 
for the patriarchs, and prophets, and the blessed Virgin: I intend 
him for no more; for true it is he denies that the church prayed 
for them, but that they communicated and offered sacrifice for 
them, even for the blessed Virgin Mary herself, this he grants. 
T have alleged him a little out of the order, because observing 
where Durantus and the Roman doctors are mistaken, and with 
what boldness they say that offering for them is only giving thanks, 
and that the Greek Fathers did only offer for them eucharists, 
but no prayers; I thought it fit first to reprove that initial error, 
viz. “that communicantes et offerentes pro sanctis is not prayer ;” 
and then to make it clear that they did really pray “for mercy, 
for pardon, for a place of rest, for eternal glory for them” who 
never were in purgatory; for it is a great ignorance to suppose 
that when it is said “ the sacrifice or oblation is offered,” it must 
mean only thanksgiving. For it is called in S. Dionys, edyapi- 
oTHpios edx, “a eucharistical prayer ;” and the Lord’s Supper is 
a sacrifice in genere orationis, and by themselves is intended as 
propitiatory for the quick and dead. And S. Cyprian, speaking 
of bishops being made executors of testaments, saith4, Si quis hoc 
fecisset, non offerretur pro eo, nec sacrificium pro dormitione ejus 
celebratur. Neque enim ad altare Dei meretur nominariin sacer- 
dotum prece, qui ab altari sacerdotes avocare voluit. Where offerre 
and celebrare sacrificium pro dormitione is done sacerdotum prece, 
it is the oblation and sacrifice of prayer: and S. Cyprian presently 
after joins them together, pro dormitione ejus oblatio aut deprecatio. 
And if we look at the forms in the old Roman liturgy used in the 
days of pope Innocent III, we shall find this well expounded, pro- 
sit hute sancto vel illi talis oblatio ad gloriam. They offered, but 
the offering itself was not eucharistical but deprecatory. And 
so it is also in the Armenian liturgy published at Crackow; 
Per hane etiam oblationem da eternam pacem omnibus qui nos 
precesserunt in fide Christi, sanctis patribus, patriarchis, apo- 
stolis, prophetis, martyribus, &c.; which testimony does not only 
evince that the offering sacrifices and oblations for the saints 
did signify praying for them, but that this they did for all saints 


a Letter, p. 11. n. 31. and so (viz. that ‘they offered”) is ac- 
b But then it is to be remembered that knowledged by their own Durantus. See 
they made prayers, and offered for those above, p. 23, &c. 
who by the confession of all sides never © Lib. 2. de Ritibus, cap. 35. 
were in purgatory: so we find in Epipha- d Lib. 1. Epist. 9. 
nius, S.Cyril, the canon of the Greeks, 
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whatsoever. And concerning S. Chrysostom, that which Sixtus 
Senensis says is material to this very purpose®: Et in hiturgia 
Divini sacrificti ab eo edita, et in vartis homiliis ab eodem appro- 
bata, conscripsit formulam precandi et offerendi ; pro omnibus fideli- 
bus defunctis ; et precipue pro animabus beatorum, in hee verba, Of 
Jerimus tibi rationalem hune cultum pro in fide requiescentibus patri- 
bus, patriarchis, prophetis, apostolis et martyribus, &e. By which 
confession it is acknowledged, not only that the church prayed for 
apostles and martyrs, but that they intended to do so when they 
offered the sacramental oblations; and offerimus is offerimus tide 
preces. Now since it is so, I had advantage enough in the confes- 
sion of their own Durantus, that he acknowledged so much, that 
the church offered sacrifice for saints. Now though he presently 
kicked this down with his foot, and denied that they prayed for 
saints departed, I shall yet more clearly convince him and all the 
Roman contradictors of their bold and unreasonable error in this 
affair. Epiphanius is the first I mentioned as a witness’; but 
because I cited no words of his, and my adversaries have cited 
them for me, but imperfectly, and left out the words where the 
argument lies, I shall set them down at length. “ Kai yap b:- 
kalwv Tootpeda thy puiny Kal tmep dpaprodror, &e. We make 
mention of the just and of sinners: for sinners, that we may 
implore the mercy of God for them: for the just, the fathers, 
the patriarchs, the prophets, evangelists and martyrs, confessors, 
bishops and anachorets, that prosecuting the Lord Jesus Christ 
with a singular honour, we separate these from the rank of other 
men, and give due worship to his Divine Majesty, while we ac- 
count that he is not to be made equal to mortal men, xdv re pupla 
kal évéxeiva ev dixaroovvn drdpyn Exactos avOpdrev, although they 
had a thousand times more righteousness than they have.” Now 
first here is mention made of all in their prayers and oblations, 
and yet no mention made that the church prays for one sort, and 
only gives thanks for the other, (as these gentlemen, the object- 
ors, falsely pretends.) But here is a double separation made 
of the righteous departed ; one is from the worser sort of sinners, 
the other from the most righteous Saviour. True it is, they be- 
lieved they had more need to pray for some than for others; but 
if they did not pray for all, when they made mention of all, how 
did they honour Christ by separating their condition from his? 
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Is it not lawful to give thanks for the life and death, for the re- 
surrection, holiness, and glorification of Christ ? And if the church 
only gave thanks for the departed saints, and did not pray for 
mercy for them too, how are not the saints in this made equal to 
Christ? So that I think the testimony of Epiphanius is clear and 
pertinent: to which greater light is given by the words of S. Au- 
stinh: ‘“*Who is he for whom no man prays, but only he who in- 
tercedes for all men? viz. our blessed Lord.” And there is more 
light yet by the example of S.Austin, who though he did most cer- 
tainly believe his mother to be a saint, and the church of Rome 
believes so too, yet he prayed for pardon for her. Now by this 
it was that Epiphanius separated Christ from the saints departed, 
for he could not mean any thing else; and because he was then 
writing against Aerius, who did not deny it to be lawful to give 
God thanks for the saints departed, but affirmed it to be need- 
less to pray for them, viz. he must mean this of the church’s 
praying for all her dead, or else he had said nothing against his 
adversary, or for his own cause. 

S.Cyril (though he be confidently denied to have said what he 
did say, yet) is confessed to have said these wordsi; “Then we 
pray for the deceased fathers and bishops, and finally for all who 
among us have departed this lifet. Believing it to be a very 
great help of the souls, for which is offered the obsecration of the 
holy and dreadful sacrifice.” If S.Cyril means what his words sig- 
nify, then the church did pray for departed saints ; for they prayed 
for all the departed fathers and bishops; it is hard if amongst 
them there were no saints: but suppose that, yet if there were 
any saints at all that died out of the militant church, yet the case 
is the same, for they prayed for all the departed: and, 2, they 
offered the dreadful sacrifice for them all. 3. They offered it 
for all in the way of prayer. 4. And they believed this to be 
a great help to souls. Now unless the souls of all saints that 
died then went to purgatory, (which I am sure the Roman 
doctors dare not own,) the case is plain, that prayer, and 
not thanksgivings only were offered by the ancient church for 
souls who by the confession of all sides never went to purga- 
tory ; and therefore praying for the dead is but a weak argu- 
ment to prove purgatory. Nicolaus Cabasilas hath an evasion 
from all this, as he supposes, for itp, which is the word used 
in the memorials of saints, does not always signify praying for 
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one, but it may signify giving of thanks. This is true, but it is to 
no purpose: for whenever it is said, dedueOa dmep Tod deiva, we 
pray for such a one, that must signify to pray for, and not to give 
thanks; and that is our present case: and therefore no escape 
here can be made; the words of S. Cyril are \ ery plain. 

The third allegation is of the canon of the Greeks, which is so 
plain, evident, and notorious, and so confessed even by these gen- 
tlemen the objectors, that I will be tried by the words which the 
author of the Letter acknowledges. So it is in the Liturgy of 
S. James: “ Remember all orthodox from Abel the just unto this 
day ; make them to rest in the land of the living, in thy kingdom, 
and the delights of paradise.” Thus far this gentleman quoted 
S. James, and I wonder that he should urge a conclusion mani- 
festly contrary to his own allegation. Did all the orthodox from 
Abel to that day go to purgatory? Certainly Abraham, and 
Moses, and Elias, and the blessed Virgin did not, and S. Stephen 
did not, and the apostles that died before this liturgy was made 
did not; and yet the church prayed for all orthodox, “prayed 
that they might rest in the land of the living,” &c.; and there- 
fore they prayed for such which by the confession of all sides 
never went to purgatory. In the other liturgies also, the gentle- 
man sets down words enough to confute himself, as the reader 
may see in the Letter, if it be worth the reading. But because 
he sets down what he kst, and makes breaches and rabbit holes 
to pop in as he please, I shall for the satisfaction of the reader 
set down the full sense and practice of the Greek canon in this 
question. ; 

And first for S. James his Liturgy, which, being merrily dis- 
posed, and dreaming of advantage by it, h» is pleased to call 
the mass of S. James, Sixtus Senensis gives this account of it!: 
‘‘ James the apostle, in the liturgy of the Divine sacrifice, prays 
for the souls of saints resting in Christ, so that he shews they 
are not yet arrived at the place of expected blessedness. But 
the form of the prayer is after this manner, Domine Deus noster, 
&c.‘O Lord our God remember all the orthodox, and them that 
believe rightly in the faith from Abel the just unto this day. 
Make them to rest in the region of the living, in thy kingdom, 
in the delights of paradise, in the bosom of Abraham, Isaac, and 
Jacob, our holy fathers ; from whence are banished grief, sorrow, 
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and sighing, where the light of thy countenance is president, and 
perpetually shines.’ ” 

In the Liturgy of S. Basil, which he is said to have made for 
the churches of Syria, is this prayer™ ; ‘‘ Be mindful, O Lord, of 
them which are dead and departed out of this life, and of the or- 
thodox bishops, which, from Peter and James the apostles unto 
this day, have clearly professed the right word of faith, and 
nainely, of Ignatius, Dionysius, Julius, and the rest of the saints 
of worthy memory.” Nay, not only for these, but they pray for 
the very martyrs: “O Lord remember them who have resisted 
(or stood) unto blood for religion, and have fed thy holy flock 
with righteousness and holiness.” Certainly this is not giving 
of thanks for them, or praying to them, but a direct praying 
for them, even for holy bishops, confessors, martyrs, that God 
(meaning in much mercy) would remember them, that is, make 
them to rest in the bosom of Abraham, in the region of the living, 
as 8. James expresses it. 

And in the liturgies of the churches of Egypt attributed to 
S. Basil, Gregory Nazianzen, and S.Cyril, the churches pray, ‘‘Be 
mindful, O Lord, of thy saints, vouchsafe to receive all thy saints 
which have pleased thee from the beginning, our holy fathers, 
the patriarchs, prophets, apostles, martyrs, confessors, preachers, 
evangelists, and all the souls of the just which have died in the 
faith, but chiefly of the holy, glorious, and perpetual Virgin Mary, 
the mother of God, of S. John Baptist, the forerunner and martyr, 
S. Stephen, the first deacon and first martyr, 8. Mark, apostle, 
evangelist, and martyr.” 

Of the same spirit were all the ancient liturgies or missals, 
and particularly that under the name of S. Chrysostom is most 
full to this purpose; “ Let us pray to the Lord for all that be- 
foretime have laboured and performed the holy offices of priest- 
hood. For the memory and remission of sins of them that built 
this holy house, and of all them that have slept in hope of the 
resurrection and eternal life in thy society: of the orthodox Fa- 
thers and our brethren. :AdvOpere Kipre cvvydpynoov. O thou 
lover of men, pardon them.” And again; “ Moreover we offer 
unto thee this reasonable service for all that rest in faith, our an- 
cestors, fathers, patriarchs, prophets and apostles, preachers, 
evangelists, martyrs, &c., especially the most holy and unspotted 
Virgin Mary :” and after concludes with this prayer ; ‘‘ Remem- 
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ber them all who have slept in hope of resurrection to eternal life, 
and make them to rest where the light of thy countenance looks 
over them.” Add to these, if you please, the Greek mass of S. 
Peter: “To them, O Lord, and to all that rest in Christ, we 
pray that thou indulge a place of refreshing light and peace.” So 
that nothing is clearer than that in the Greek canon they prayed 
for the souls of the best of all the saints, whom yet because no 
man believes they ever were in purgatory, it follows, that prayer 
for the dead used by the ancients does not prove the Roman 
purgatory. 

To these add the doctrine and practice of the Greek Fathers". 
Dionysius, speaking of a person deceased, whom the ministers of 
the church had publicly pronounced to be a happy man, and 
verily admitted into the society of the saints that have been 
from the beginning of the world, yet the bishop prayed for him, 
“that God would forgive him all the sins which he had com- 
mitted through human infirmity, and bring him into the light 
and region of the living, into the bosoms of Abraham, Isaac, 
and Jacob, where pain and sorrow and sighing have no place.” 
To the same purpose is that of 8.Gregory Nazianzen, in his 
funeral oration upon his brother Czsarius®, of whom he had 
expressly declared his belief, that he was “‘ rewarded with those 
honours which did befit a new-created soul;” yet he presently 
prays for his soul, ‘“ Now, O Lord, receive Ceesarius.” I hope 
I have said enough concerning the Greek church, their doctrine 
and practice, in this particular : and I desire it may be observed, 
that there is no greater testimony of the doctrine of a church 
than their liturgy. Their doctors may have private opinions 
which are not against the doctrine of the church; but what is 
put into their public devotions, and consigned in their liturgies, 
no man scruples it, but it is the confession and religion of the 
church. 

But now, that I may make my reader some amends for his 
trouble in reading the trifling objections of these Roman adver- 
saries, and my defences ; I shall also, for the greater conviction 
of my adversaries, shew, first, that they would not have opposed 
my affirmation in this particular, if they had understood their own 
mass-book ; for it was not only thus from the beginning until now 
in the Greek church, but it is so to this very day in the Latin 
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church. In the old Latin Missal we have this prayerP: Suscipe 
sancta Trinitas hance oblationem quam tibi offerimus pro omnibus in 
tui nominis confessione defunctis, ut te dextram auathi tut porrigente 
vite perennis requiem habeant, et a penis impiorum segregati semper 
in tue laudis letitia perseverent. And in the very canon of the 
mass, which these gentlemen, I suppose, (if they be priests,) can- 
not be ignorant in any part of, they pray, Memento Domine fa- 
mulorum famularumque tuarum qui nos precesserunt cum signo 
fide, et dormiunt in somno pacis. LIpsis Domine et omnibus in 
Christo quiescentibus, locum refrigerti, lucis et pacis, ut indulgeas de- 
precamur. Unless all that are at rest in Christ go to purgatory, 
it is plain that the church of Rome prays for saints who by the 
confession of all sides never were in purgatory. I could bring 
many more testimonies if they were needful; but I sum up this 
particular with the words of S. Austin’: Non sunt pretermittende 
supplicationes pro spiritibus mortuorum ; quas faciendas pro omni- 
bus in Christiana et catholica societate defunctis etiam tacitis nomint- 
bus quorumque, sub generali commemoratione suscepit ecclesia: “The 
church prays for all persons that died in the Christian and catho- 
lic faith.” And therefore I wonder how it should drop from S. Au- 
stin’s pen’, Injuriam facit martyri qui orat pro martyre. But I 
suppose he meant it only in case the prayer was made for them, 
as if they were in an uncertain state, and so it is probable enough, 
but else his words were not only against himself in other places, 
but against the whole practice of the ancient catholic church. I 
remember that when it was asked of pope Innocent by the arch- 
bishop of Lyons*, why the prayer that was in the old missal for 
the soul of pope Leo, Annue nobis Domine, anime famuli tui Le- 
onis hee prosit oblatio, came to be changed into Annue nobis Do- 
mine ut intercessione famuli tut Leonis hec prosit oblatio ; pope In- 
nocent answered him, that who changed it or when, he knew not, 
but he knew how, that is, he knew the reason of it, because the au- 
thority of the holy scripture said, “ He does injury to a martyr 
that prays for a martyr :” the same thing is to be done for the 
like reason concerning all other saints. The good man had 
heard the saying somewhere, but being little used to the Bible, 
he thought it might be there, because it was a pretty saying. 
However, though this change was made in the mass-books, and 
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“ prayer for the soul of S. Leo was changed into a prayer to 
S. Leot;” and the doctors went about to defend it as well as 
they could, yet because they did it so pitifully, they had reason 
to be ashamed of it; and in the missal reformed by order of 
the council of Trent, it is put out again, and the prayer for 
S. Leo put in again¥, “ That by these offices of holy atonement” 
(viz. the celebration of the holy sacrament) “a blessed reward 
may accompany him, and the gifts of thy grace may be obtained 
for us.” 

II. Another argument was used in the Dissuasive against the 
Roman doctrine of purgatory, viz. How is purgatory a primitive 
and catholic doctrine, when generally the Greek and many of the 
Latin Fathers taught, that the souls departed in some exterior 
place expect the day of judgment, but that no soul enters into 
the supreme heaven, or the place of eternal bliss, till the day of 
judgment; but atthat day, say many of them, all must pass through 
the universal fire. To these purposes respectively the words of 
very many Fathers are brought by Sixtus Senensis: to all which 
being so evident and apparent, the gentlemen that write against 
the Dissuasive are pleased not to say one word x, but have left the 
whole fabric of the Roman purgatory to shift for itself against the 
battery of so great authorities, only one of them, striving to find 
some fault, says, that the Dissuader quotes Sixtus Senensis as 
saying, “That pope John XXII. not only taught and declared 
the doctrine, (that before the day of judgment the souls of men 
are kept in certain receptacles,) but. commanded it to be held by 
all, as saith Adrian in 4. Sent. when Sixtus Senensis saith not 
so of pope John, &e. but only reports the opinion of others.” To 
which I answer, that I did not quote Senensis as saying any 
such thing of his own authority ; for, besides that in the body 
of the discourse there is no mention at all of John XXII. in the 
margent; also it is only said of Sixtus, Enumerat S| Jacobum 
apostolum et Johannem pontif. Rom.¥ ; but I add of my 
own afterwards, that pope John not only taught and declared 
that sentence, but commanded it to be held by all men, as saith 
Adrian. Now although in his narrative of it, Adrian begins with 
novissime fertur, it is reported, yet Senensis himself when he had 
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said, “ Pope John is said to have decreed this ;” he himself adds 
that Ocham and pope Adrian are witnesses of this decree. 2. 
Adrian is so far a witness of it, that he gives the reason of the 
same, even because the university of Paris refused to give pro- 
motion to them who denied, or did refuse to promise for ever to 
cleave to that opinion. 3. Ocham is so fierce a witness of it, that 
he wrote against pope John XXII. for the opinion. 4, Though 
Senensis be not willing to have it believed, yet all that he can say 
against it is, that apud probatos scriptores non est undequaque 
certum. 5. Yet he brings not one testimony out of antiquity 
against this charge against pope John, only he says that pope 
Benedict XJ. affirms, that John being prevented by death could 
not finish the decree. 6. But this thing was not done in a cor- 
ner; the acts of the university of Paris and their fierce adhering 
to the decree were too notorious. 7. And after all this, it 
matters not whether it be so or no, when it is confessed that so 
many ancient Fathers expressly teach the doctrine contrary to the 
Roman, as it is this day ; and yet the Roman doctors care not 
what they say, insomuch that S. Bernard having fully and fre- 
quently taught, “ that no souls go to heaven till they all go, neither 
the saints without the common people, nor the spirit without the 
flesh ; that there are three states of souls, one in the tabernacles, 
(viz. of our bodies,) a second in atriis or outward courts, and a 
third in the house of God ;” Alphonsus a Castro admonishes that 
this sentence is damned; and Sixtus Senensis adds these words ; 
“which thing also I do not deny, yet 1 suppose he ought to be 
excused ob ingentem numerum illustrium ecclesia patrum2, ‘for the 
great number of the illustrious Fathers of the church,” who 
before by their testimony did seem to give authority to this 
opinion. 

IIT. But that the present doctrine of the Roman purgatory is 
but a new article of faith, is therefore certain, because it was no ar- 
ticle of faith in S.Austin’s time, for he doubted of it. And to this 
purpose I quoted in the margent two places of S.Austina. The 
words I shall now produce, because they will answer for them- 
selves. In the 68th chapter of his Manual to Laurentius he 
takes from the church of Rome their best armour in which they 
trusted, and expounds the words of S. Paul, he shall be saved, yet 
so as by fire>, to mean only the loss of such pleasant things as 
most delighted them in this world. And in the beginning of the 
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next chapter he adds‘, “That such a thing may also be done after 
this life is not incredible; and whether it be so or no it may bem- 
quired, et aut inveniri aut latere, and either be found or lie hid. 

Now what is that which thus may or may not be found out 3 ‘This : 
that “some faithful, by how much more or less they loved perishing 
goods, by so much sooner or later they shall be saved by a cer- 
tain purgatory fire.” This is it which S. Austin says 1s not inere- 
dible, only it may be inquired whether it be so or no. And if 
these be not the words of doubting —“ it is not incredible such a 
thing may be, it may be inquired after, it may be found to be 
so, or it may never be found, but lie hid”—then words signify 
nothing : yea, “but the doubting of S. Austin does not relate to 
the matter” or question of purgatory, but to the manner of the 
particular punishment, viz. “whether or no that pain of being 
troubled for the loss of their goods be not a part of the purga- 
tory flames?’ says E.W 4 A goodly excuse! as if S. Austin had 
troubled himself with such an impertinent question, whether the 
poor souls in their infernal flames be not troubled that they left 
their lands and money behind them? Indeed it is possible they 
might wish some of the waters of their springs or fishponds, to 
cool their tongues: but S. Austin surely did not suspect that 
the tormented ghosts were troubled they had not brought their 
best clothes with them, and money in their purses; this is too 
pitiful and strained an answer; the case being so evidently 
clear, that the thing S. Austin doubted of was, since there was 
to some of the faithful, who yet were too voluptuous or covet- 
ous persons, a purgatory in this world, even the loss of their 
goods which they so loved, and therefore being lost so grieved 
for, whether or no they should not also meet with another pur- 
gatory after death : that is, whether besides the punishment suf- 
fered here, they should not be punished after death; how? by 
grieving for the loss of their goods? Ridiculous! What then ? 
St. Austin himself tells us: By “so much as they loved their 
goods more or less, by so much sooner or later they shall be 
saved.” And what he said of this kind of sin, viz. too much 
worldliness, with the same reason he might suppose of others ; 
this he thought possible, but of this he was not sure, and there- 
fore it was not then an article of faith; and though now the 
church of Rome hath made it so, yet it appears that it was not 
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so from the beginning, but is part of their new fashioned faith. 
And E.W striving so impossibly and so weakly to avoid the 
pressure of this argument, should do well to consider, whether 
he have not more strained his conscience than the words of 
S. Austin. But this matter must not pass thus. S. Austin 
repeats this whole passage verbatim in his answer to the 
8. Quest. of Dulcitius, Qu. 1. and still answers in this and other 
appendant questions of the same nature; viz. whether prayers 
for the dead be available? &c. Quest. 2. And whether upon the 
instant of Christ’s appearing he will pass to judgment? Quest. 3. 
“In these things which we have described, our and the infirmity 
of others may be so exercised and instructed, nevertheless that 
they pass not for canonical authoritye.” And in the answer to 
the first question he speaks in the style of a doubtful person 
“whether men suffer such things in this life only, or also such 
certain judgments follow even after this life, this understanding 
of this sentence is not, as I suppose, abhorrent from truth.” 
The same words he also repeats in his book de Fide et Operibus, 
chap.16. There is yet another place of S. Austin‘, in which it 
is plain he still is a doubting person in the question of purga- 
tory. His sense is this; “After the death of the body until the 
resurrection, if in the interval the spirits of the dead are said 
to suffer that kind of fire which they feel not, who had not 
such manners and loves in their lifetime, that their wood, 
hay, and stubble ought to be consumed ; but others feel who 
brought such buildings along with them, whether there only, 
or whether here and there, or whether therefore here that it 
might not be there, that they feel a fire of a transitory tribu- 
lation burning their secular buildings, (though escaping from 
damnation,) I reprove it not; for peradventure it is true.” So 
S. Austin’s peradventure yea, is always peradventure nay; and 
will the bigots of the Roman church be content with such a 
confession of faith as this of 8. Austin in the present article? 
I believe not. 

But now after all this, I will not deny but S. Austin was much 
inclined to believe purgatory fire, and therefore I shall not trou- 
ble myself to answer the citations to that purpose, which Bellar- 
mine, and from him these transcribers bring out of this Father, 
though most of them are drawn out of apocryphal, spurious, and 
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suspected pieces, as his homilies de 8. S. &e. yet that which I 
urge is this, that S. Austin did not esteem this to be a doctrine 
of the church, no article of faith, but a disputable opinion; and 
yet though he did incline to the wrong part of the opinion, yet 
it is very certain that he sometimes speaks expressly against this 
doctrine, and other times speaks things absolutely inconsistent 
with the opinion of purgatory, which is more than an argument 
of his confessed doubting ; for it is a declaration that he under- 
stood nothing certain in this affair, but that the contrary to his 
opinion was the more probable. And this appears in these few 
following words. S. Austin hath these wordss; “Some suffer 
temporary punishments in this life only, others after death, others 
both now and then :” Bellarmine, and from him Diaphanta, urges 
this as a great proof of S. Austin’s doctrine. But he destroys it 
in the words immediately following, and makes it useless to the 
hypothesis of the Roman church; “ This shall be before they 
suffer the last and severest judgment,” (meaning, as 8. Austin 
frequently does such sayings, of the general conflagration at the 
end of the world.) But whether he does so ov no, ye: he adds}; 
“But all of them come not into the everlasting punishments, 
which after the judgment shall be to them who after death suffer 
the temporary.” By which doctrine of S. Austin, viz. that those 
who are in his purgatory shall many of them be damned; and 
the temporary punishments after death do but usher in the eter- 
nal after judgment ; he destroys the salt of the Roman fire, who 
imagines that all that go to purgatory shall be saved: therefore 
this testimony of 8S. Austin, as it is nothing for the avail of the 
Roman purgatory, so by the appendage it is much against it, 
which Coquzeus, Torrensis, and especially cardinal Perron, ob- 
serving, have most violently corrupted these words by falsely 
translating them. So Perron: Tous ceux qui souffrent des peines 
temporelles apres la mort, ne viennent pas aum peines eternelles qui 
auront lew apres le jugement, which reddition is expressly against 
the sense of S. Austin’s words. 

2. But another hypothesis there is in S. Austin, to which with- 
out dubitation he does peremptorily adhere, which 1 before inti- 
mated, viz. that although he admit of purgatory pains after this 
life, yet none but such as shall be at the day of judgment: 
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“Whoever therefore desires to avoid the eternal pains, let him 
be not only baptized, but also justified in Christ, and truly pass 
from the Devil unto Christ. But let him not think that there 
shall be any purgatory pains but before that last and dreadful 
judgment:” meaning, not only that there shall be none to cleanse 
them after the day of judgment, but that then, at the approach 
of that day, the general fire shall try and purge. And so himself 
declares his own sensei; ‘ All they that have not Christ in the 
foundation are argued or reproved ;” when! “in the day of judg- 
ment; but they that have Christ in the foundation are changed, 
that is purged, who build upon this foundation wood, hay, stubble.” 
So that in the day of judgment the trial and escape shall be; for 
then shall the trial and the condemnation be. But yet more 
clear are his words in other places*: ‘So, at the setting of the 
sun, that is, at the end, (viz. of the world,) the day of judgment 
is signified by that fire, dividing the carnal which are to be saved 
by fire, and those who are to be damned in the fire.” Nothing 
is plainer than that S. Austin understood, that those who are to 
be saved so as by fire, are to be saved by passing through the fire 
at the day of judgment; that was his opinion of purgatory. 
And again; “Out of these things which are spoken it seems 
more evidently to appear, that there shall be certain purgatory 
pains of some persons in that judgment. For what thing else 
can be understood where it is said, who shall endure the day of his 
coming ?” &e. 

3.8. Austin speaks things expressly against the doctrine of 
purgatory; “ Know ye that when the soul is plucked from the 
body presently it is placed in paradise, according to its good 
deservings, or else for her sins is thrown headlong in inferni 
Tartara, into the hell of the damned! ;” for I know not well how 
else to render it. And again; “The soul retiring is received 
by angels, and placed either in the bosom of Abraham, if she be 
faithful, or in the custody of the infernal prison, if it be sinful, 
until the appointed day comes, in which she shall receive her 
body™.”’ Pertinent to which is that of S. Austin®, if he be author 
of that excellent book de Hecles. Dogmatibus, which is imputed 
to him: “ After the ascension of our Lord to the heavens, the 


j In Psal. vi. et de Consolatione Mortuorum, serm. 2. 
k De Civit. Dei, lib. 16. ¢.24. et lib. cap. 1. 
20. C. 25, m De Dogmat. 6. Eccles. cap. 79. 


1 Aug. tom. g. de Vanitate Seculi, c.1. n Aut Augustini aut Gennadii. 


382 A Dissuasive from Popery. PART II, B. If, 


souls of all the saints are with Christ, and going from the body 
go unto Christ, expecting the resurrection of their body.” 

But I shall insist no further upon these things; I suppose it 
very apparent, that S. Austin was no way confident of his faney 
of purgatory, and that if he had fancied right, yet it was not the 
Roman purgatory that he fancied. There is only one objection 
which I know of, which when I have cleared I shall pass on to 
other things. S.Austin, speaking of such who have lived a middle 
kind of an indifferent pious life, saith, Constat autem, &c.; “ but 
it is certain, that such before the day of judgment being purged 
by temporal pains which their spirits suffer, when they have re- 
ceived their bodies, shall not be delivered to the punishment of 
eternal fire.” Here is a positive determination of the article, by 
a word of confidence, and a full certificate; and therefore S.Austin 
in this article was not a doubting person. To this I answer, it 
may be he was confident here, but it lasted not long; this fire 
was made of straw, and soon went out; for within two chapters 
after, he expressly doubts, as | have proved. 2. These words may 
refer to the purgatory fire at the general conflagration of the 
world ; and if they be so referred, it is most agreeable to his 
other sentiments. 3. This Constat, or decretory phrase, and some 
lines before or after it, are not in the old books of Bruges and 
Colein, nor in the copies printed at Friburg; and Ludovicus Vives 
supposes they were a marginal note crept since into the text. Now 
this objection being removed, there remains no ground to deny 
that S. Austin was a doubting person in the article of purgatory°®. 
And this Erasmus expressly affirmed of himP; and the same is 
said of him by Hofmeister, but modestly; and against his doubting 
in his Enchiridion he brings only a testimony in behalf of prayer 
for the dead, which is nothing to the purpose; and this is also 
sufficiently noteda by Alphonsus 4 Castro, and by Barnesius. 
Well! but suppose §. Austin did doubt. of purgatory? This is 
no warranty to the church of England, for she does not doubt 
of it as S. Austin did, but plainly condemns it. So one of my 
adversaries objects. To which I answer, that the church of 
England may the rather condemn it, because S. Austin doubted 
of it; for if it be no catholic doctrine, it is but a school point, 
and without prejudice to the faith may be rejected. But, 2, I 
suppose the church of England would not have troubled herself 
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with the doctrine, if it had been left as S. Austin left it; that is, 
but as a mere uncertain opinion: but when the wrong end of the 
opinion was taken, and made an article of faith, and damnation 
threatened to them that believed it not; she had reason to con- 
sider it, and finding it to be chaff, wholly to scatter it away. 
3.-The church of England is not therefore to be blamed, if in 
any case she see more than S. Austin did, and proceed accord- 
ingly ; for it is certain the church of Rome does decree against 
divers things, of which S. Austin indeed did not doubt, but af- 
firmed confidently ; I instance in the necessity of communicating 
infants, and the matter of appeals to Rome. 

The next authority to be examined is that of Otho Frisingensis, 
concerning which there is a heavy quarrel! against the Dissuasive, 
for making him to speak of a purgatory before, whereas he speaks 
of one after the day of judgment, with a quidam asserunt, some 
affirm it, viz. that there is a place of purgatory after death; Nay, 
but you are deceived, says E.W and the rest of the adversaries; 
he means that some affirm there is a place of purgatory after 
the day of judgment. Now truly that is more than I said; but 
that Otho said it, is by these men confessed. But his words are 
these": “I think it ought to be searched, whether the judgment 
being passed, besides the lower hell, there remain a place for 
lighter punishments: for that there is (below, or) in hell a pur- 
gatory place, in which they that are to be saved are either af- 
fected” (afficcantur, invested, punished) “ with darkness only, or 
else are boiled in the fire of expiation, some do affirm.” What 
is or can be more plainly said of purgatory? for the places of 
scripture brought to confirm this opinion are such which relate 
to the interval between death and the last judgment ; jucta ilud 
patriarche, lugens descendam ad inferos; et illud apostol, ipse 
autem salous erit, sic tamen quasi per ignem. J hope the Roman 
doctors will not deny but these are meant of purgatory before 
the last day; and therefore so is the opinion for the proof of 
which these places are brought. 2. By post judicium, in the title, 
and ¢ransacto judicio in the chapter, Otho means the particular 
judgment passing upon every one at their death, which he in a 
few lines after calls terminatis in judicio causis singulorum. 8. He 
must mean it to be before the last great day; because that which 
he says, “some do affirm,” quidam asserunt, is, that those which 


t Esse quippe apud inferos locum pur- tum afficiantur, vel expiationis igne deco- 
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are salvandi, to be saved hereafter, are either in darkness or in 
a purgatory fire; which therefore must be meant of the interval ; 
for after the day of judgment is passed, and the books shut, and 
the sentence pronounced, none can be saved that are not then 
acquitted ; unless Origen’s opinion of the salvation of devils and 
damned souls be reintroduced, which the church before Otho 
many ages had exploded; and therefore so good and great a 
person would not have thought that fit to be then disputed ; 
and it was not then a question, nor a thing undetermined in the 
church. 4. Whether Otho means it of a purgatory before or 
after the day of the last judgment, it makes very much against 
the present Roman doctrine; for Otho applies the question to 
the case of infants dying without baptism; now if their purgatory 
be before the day of judgment, then I quoted Otho according to 
my own sense and his; but if he means it to be after the day 
of judgment, then the limbus infantum of the Roman church is 
vanished, for the scruple was moved about infants, guid de parvu- 
lis qui solo originali delicto tenentur fiet ? and there is none such 
till after doomsday; so that let it be as it will, the Roman church 
is a loser; and therefore let them take their choice on which side 
they will fall. 

But now after S.Austin’s time, especially in the time of S. Gre- 
gory, and since, there were many strange stories told of souls 
appearing after death, and telling strange things of their torments 
below, many of which being gathered together by the Speculum 
Ezemplorum, the Legend of Lombardy, and others, some of them 
were noted by the Dissuasive to this purpose to shew, that in the 
time when these stories were told, the fire of purgatory did not 
burn clear; but they found purgatory in baths, in eves of houses, 
in frosts and cold rains, upon spits roasting like pigs or geese, 
upon pieces of ice. Now to this there is nothing said, but that 
in the place quoted in the Specelum there is no such thing; which 
saying, as it was spoken invidiously, so it was to no purpose; 
for if the objector ever hath read the distinction which is quoted 
throughout, he should have found the whole story at large. It is 
the 31st example, page 205. col. 1. printed at Douay, 1603; and 
the same words are exactly in an ancienter edition, printed at 
the imperial town of Hagenaw, 1519, impensis Johannis Rynman. 
But these gentlemen care not for the force of any argument, if 
they can any way put it off from being believed upon any foolish 
pretence. 
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But then as to the thing itself, though learned men deny the 
Dialogues of S. Gregory, from whence many of the like stories 
are derived, to be his, as Possevine confesses, and Melchior Canus, 
though a little timorously, affirms’; yet I am willing to admit 
them for his; but yet I cannot but note, that those Dialogues 
have in them many foolish, ridiculous, and improbable stories ; 
but yet they and their like are made a great ground of purga- 
tory: but then the right also may be done to S. Gregory; his 
doctrine of purgatory cannot consist with the present article of 
the church of Rome; so fond they are in the alleging of author- 
ities, that they destroy their own hypothesis by their undiscern- 
ing quotations. For, 1, 8. Gregory, pope, affirms that which is 
perfectly inconsistent with the whole doctrine of purgatory. For 
he sayst, “ That it is a fruit of our redemption by the grace of 
(Christ) our author, that when we are drawn from our dwelling 
in the body, mow, forthwith we are led to celestial rewards ;” and 
a little after, speaking of those words of Job, In profundissimum 
infernum descendunt omnia mea, he says thus"; “ Since it is cer- 
tain that in the lower region the just are not in penal places, 
but are held in the superior bosom of rest, a great question arises, 
What is the meaning of blessed Job?” If purgatory can stand 
with this hypothesis of S. Gregory, then fire and water can be 
reconciled. This is the doctrine of S. Gregory in his own works : 
for whether the dialogues under his name be his or no, I shall 
not dispute ; but if l were studying to do honour to his memory, 
I should never admit them to be his, and so much the rather, 
because the doctrine of the Dialogues contradicts the doctrine of 
his Commentaries; and yet even the purgatory which is in the 
Dialogues is unlike that which was declared at Basil‘; for the 
Gregorian purgatory supposed only an expiation of small and 


s Post hoc apparuit eidem presbytero injuriam patientibus fecit, insuper etiam 


columna queedam jubaris immensi, cujus 
claritas ultra communem solis valentiam, 
coruscare videbatur, de coelo usque ad 
terram porrecta, per quam anima quedam 
angelico ductu ad sydera contendebat. 
Sciscitante vero presbytero, quidnam hoc 
esset ? Respondit alter, ipsa est anima 
Constantini quondam judicis et domini 
Turritani, hec autem per novem annos 
ventis et pluviis et algoribus semper ex- 
posita a die exitus sui usque nunc in stil- 
licidio domus sue constitit, ibique suorum 
excessuum poenas luit, sed qui misericors 
et liberalis in pauperes extitit, et judicium 


de malis quee commisit confessa et poeni- 
tens a corpore exivit, idcirco misericordiam 
a Deo consecuta, hodierna die meretur ab 
omnibus malis liberari, &c. Heee et multa 
alia sacerdos ille vidit et audivit de secre- 
tis alterius vite. 

t S. Greg. M. lib. 13. in Jobum, c. 15. 
c.17. 

u Cum constat quod apud inferos justi 
non in locis poenalibus, sed in superiori 
quietis sinu tenerentur, magna nobis ob- 
oritur questio quidnam sit quod B. Job. 
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light faults, as immoderate laughter, impertinent talkingy, which 
nevertheless he himself says are expiable by fear of death; and 
Victoria and Jacobus de Graffis say, are to be taken away by 
beating the breast, holy water, the bishop’s blessing; and S.Austin 
says they are to be taken off by daily saying the Lord’s Prayer ; 
and therefore being so easily, so readily, so many ways to be 
purged here, it will not be worth establishing a purgatory for such 
alone; but he admits not of any remaining punishment due to 
greater sins forgiven by the blood of Christ. But concerning 
S. Gregory I shall say no more, but refer the reader to the apo- 
logy of the Greeks, who affirm that S. Gregory admitted a kind 
of purgatory, but whether allegorically or no, or thinking so really, 
they know not; but what he said was xar’ oixovoytav, and by way 
of dispensation, and as it were constrained to it by the arguments 
of those who would have all sins expiable after death, against 
whom he could not so likely prevail, if he had said that none 
was; and therefore he thought himself forced to go a middle 
way, and admit a purgatory only for little or venial sins; which 
yet will do no advantage to the church of Rome. And besides 
all this, S. Gregory, or whoever is the author of these Dialogues, 
hath nothing definite or determined concerning the time, manner, 
measure, or place; so wholly new was this doctrine then, that it 
had not gotten any shape or feature. 

Next I am to account concerning the Greeks, whom I affirm 
always to have differed from the Latins, since they had forged 
this new doctrine of purgatory in the Roman laboratories: and 
to prove something of this, I affirmed that in the council of Basil 
they published an apology directly disapproving the doctrine of 
purgatory* Against this, up starts a man fierce and angry, and 
says there was no such apology published in the council of Basil, 
for he had examined it all over, and can find no such apology. 
I am sorry for the gentleman’s loss of his labour, but if he had 
taken me along with him, I could have helped the learned man. 
This apology was written by Marcus, metropolitan of Ephesus, 
as Sixtus Senensis confesses”, and that he offered it to the council 
of Basil. That it was given and read to the deputies of the coun- 
cil, June 14, 1438, is attested by Cusanus, and Martinus Crusius 
in his Turco-Grecia*. But it is no wonder if this over-learned 
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author of the Letter missed this apology in his search of the 
Council of Basil, for this is not the only material thing that is 
missing in the editions of the Council of Basil; for Linwood, that 
great and excellent English canonist, made an appeal in that 
council, and prosecuted it with effect in behalf of king Henry of 
England, Cum in temporalibus non recognoscat superiorem wm terris, 
&ec.; but nothing of this now appears, though it was then regis- 
tered; but it is no new thing to forge or to suppress acts of councils: 
but besides this, I did not suppose he would have been so indis- 
creet as to have looked for that apology in the editions of the 
council of Basil; but it was delivered to the council by the Greeks, 
and the council was wise enough not to keep that upon public 
record ; however, if the gentleman please to see it, he may have 
it among the booksellers, if he will please to ask for the Apologia 
Grecorum de igne purgatorio, published by Salmasius; it was 
supposed to be made by Mare, archbishop’: but for saving the 
gentleman’s charge or trouble, I shall tell him a few words out 
of that apology which will serve his turn, Aid 7a adra vG Kat 7d 
mpoxeiwevoy ddypa Tot Kabaprnplov mupds amoBAnréov dv ely rhs éx- 
kAnolas, &c. “ For these reasons the doctrine of a purgatory 
fire is to be cast out of the church, as that which slackens the 
endeavours of the diligent, as persuading them not to use all 
means of contention to be purged in this life, since another pur- 
gation is expected after it.” And it is infinitely to be wondered 
at the confidence of Bellarmine¢, (for as for this objector, it 
matters not so much,) that he should in the face of all the 
world say that the Greek church never doubted of purgatory : 
whereas he hath not brought one single, true, and pertinent tes- 
timony out of the Greek Fathers for the Roman doctrine of pur- 
gatory, but is forced to bring in that crude allegation of their 
words “ for prayer for the dead,” which is to no purpose, as all 
wise men know; indeed he quotes the Alcoran for purgatory, 
an authentic author, it seems, to serve such an endf. But be- 
sides this, two memorable persons of the Greek church, Nilus, 
archbishop of Thessalonica, and Mare, archbishop of Ephesus, 
have in behalf of the Greek church written against the Roman 
doctrine in this particular. And it is remarkable that the 
Latins were and are so put to it to prove purgatory fire from 
the Greek Fathers, that they have forged a citation from Theo- 
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doret&, which is not in him at all, but was first cited in Latin 
by Tho. Aquinas, either out of his own head, or cozened by some- 
body else, and quoted so by Bellarmine", which to wise men can- 
not but be a very great argument of the weakness of the Roman 
cause in this question from the Greck Fathers, and that Bellar- 
mine saw it, but yet was resolved to run through it, and outface 
it; but Nilus taking notice of it says, that there are no such 
words in Theodoret in the many copies of his works which they 
had. In Greek it is certain they are not, and Gagneius first 
translated them into Greek, to make the cheat more prevalent, 
but in that translation makes use of those words of the Wisdom 
of Solomoni, és xpucciov ev ywvevtypin, as gold im the furnace, 
(meaning it of the affliction of the righteous in this world,) but 
unluckily he made use of that chapter: in the first verse of which 
chapter it is said, The souls of the righteous are in the hands of 
God, and no torment shall touch them ; which is a testimony more 
pregnant against the Roman purgatory than all that they can 
bring from the Greek Fathers for it. And this gentleman con- 
futes the Dissuasive, as he thinks, by telling the story according 
as his own church hath set it down, who as with subtle and 
potent arts they forced the Greeks to a seeming union, so they 
would be sure not to tell the world in their own records how 
unhandsomely they carried themselves. But besides this, the 
very answer which the archbishop of Ephesus gave to the Latins 
in that council (and which words the objector here sets down 
and confesses) are a plain confutation of himself, for the Latins 
standing for a purgatory fire, temporary, the archbishop of 
Ephesus denies it, saying, “ That the Italians confess a fire, 
both in the present world and purgatory by it,” (that is, before 
the day of judgment,) ‘and in the world to come, but not pur- 
gatory but eternal; but the Greeks hold a fire in the world to 
come only,” (meaning eternal,) “and a temporary punishment 
of souls, that is, that they go into a dark place, and of grief, but 
that they are purged,” that is, delivered from the dark place, 
‘““ by priests’ prayers and sacrifices, and by alms, but not by 
fire.” Then they fell on disputing about purgatory fire, to which 
the Greeks delayed to answer: and afterwards being pressed to 
answer, they refused to say any thing about purgatory, and when 
they at the upshot of all were uteungue united, Joseph the patri- 
arch of Constantinople made a most pitiful confession of purga- 
8 Ini Cor. iii. h Lib. 1. de Purgat. c. 5. sect. Ex Gracis. i Sap. iii. 6. 
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tory in such general and crafty terms as sufficiently shewed, that 
as the Greeks were forced to do something, so the Latins were 
content with any thing, for by those terms the question between 
them was no way determined, Rome veteris papam Domini nostrt 
Jesu Christi vicarium esse concedere, atque animarum purgationem 
esse nor inficior. He denied not that there is a purgatory. No, 
for the Greeks confessed it, in this world before death, and some 
of them acknowledged a dark place of sorrow after this life, but 
neither fire nor purgatory; for the purgation was made in this 
world, and after this world by the prayers of the priests and the 
alms of their friends, the purgation was made, not by fire, as [ 
cited the words before. The Latins told them there should be 
no union without it; the Greek emperor refused; and all this 
the objector is pleased to acknowledge: but after a very great 
bustle made, and they were forced to patch up a union, in hope 
to get assistance of the Latins: but in this also they were cozened, 
and having lost Constantinople, many of the Greeks attributed 
that fatal loss to their dissembling union made at Florence; and 
on the other side the Latins imputed it to their opinion of the 
procession of the Holy Ghost: however, the Greek churches never 
admitted that union, as is averred by Laonicus Chalcondylas, de 
Rebus Turcicis, lib. 1. non longe ab initio. And it is a strange 
thing that this affair, of which all Europe was witness, should 
with so little modesty be shuffled up, and the Dissuasive accused 
for saying that which themselves acknowledge. But see what 
some of themselves say: Unus est ea notissimis Grecorum et Ar- 
menorum erroribus quo docent nullum esse purgatorium, quo anime 
ex hac luce migrantes purgentur sordibus quas in hoc corpore contrax- 
erunt, saith Alphonsus & Castrok: “It is one of the most known 
errors of the Greeks and Armenians that they teach there is no 
purgatory:” and Aquinas writing contra Grecorum errores labours 
to prove purgatory!: and archbishop Antoninus, who was present 
at the council of Florence, after he had rejected the Epistle of 
Kugenius, adds, Errabant Greci purgatorium negantes, quod est 
hereticum. Add to these the testimony of Roffensis and Poly- 
dore Virgil before quoted, Usque ad hune diem Grecis non est cre- 
ditum purgatorium™ : and Gregory de Valentia” saith, Ezpresse 
autem purgatorium negarunt Waldenses heretici, ut refert Guido 

® Lib. 12. tit. Purgatorium. n Disp. rr. qu. 1. punctum 1. sect. 5. 
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Carmelita in summa de heresi: item schismatici Gree recentiores, 
ut ex concilio Florentino apparet. And Alphonsus & Castro° saith, 
“Unto this very day purgatory is not believed by the Greeks.” 
And no less can be imagined, since their prime and most learned 
prelate, besides what he did in the council, did also after the 
council publish an Encyclical Epistle against the definition of the 
council, as may be seen in Binius his narrative of the council of 
Florence. By all which appears how notoriously scandalous ig 
the imputation of falsehood laid upon the Dissuasive by this ob- 
jector ; who by this time is warm with writing, and grows un- 
civil, being like a baited bull, beaten into choler with his own tail, 
and angered by his own objections. 

IV But the next charge is higher: it was not only doubted 
of in S. Austin’s time, and since; but the Roman doctrine of 
purgatory, without any hesitation or doubting, is against the 
express doctrines delivered by divers of the ancient Fathers; and 
to this purpose some were remarked in the Dissuasive, which I 
shall now verify, and add others very plain and very considerable. 

S. Cyprianp exhorts Demetrianus to turn to Christ while this 
world lasts, saying, “that after we are dead there is no place of 
repentance, no place of satisfaction.” To this the Letter answers4; 
it is not said “when we are dead,” but “when you are dead,” 
meaning that this is spoken to heathens, not to Christians. As 
if quando istine eacessum fuerit, being spoken impersonally, does 
not mean indefinitely all the world; and certainly it may as well 
one as the other, Christians as well as heathens; for Christians 
may be in the state of deadly sin and aversion from God as well 
as heathens ; and then this admonition and reason fits them as 
well as the other. E.W answers’, that S. Cyprian means that 
“after death there is no meritorious satisfaction :” he says true 
indeed ; there is none that is “meritorious,” neither before nor 
after death; but this will not serve his turn; for S. Cyprian says, 
that after death there is none at all; “no place of satisfaction” 
of any kind whatsoever, no place of wholesome repentance. And 
therefore it is vain to say that this council was only given to 
Demetrianus, who was a heathen; for if he had been a Christian, 
he would or at least might have used the same argument, not to 
put any part of his duty off upon confidence of any thing to be 
done or suffered after this life. For his argument is this: This 
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is the time of repentance; after death it is not: now you may 
satisfy (that is, appease) the Divine anger; after this life is ended, 
nothing of this can be done. For 8. Cyprian does not speak this 
dispensativé, or by relation to this particular case, but assertive , 
he affirms expressly, speaking to the same Demetrians, “that 
when this life is finished we are divided, either to the dwellings 
of death or of immortality.” And that we may see this is not 
spoken of impenitent pagans only, as the Letter to a Friend 
dreams, S. Cyprian renews the same caution and advice to the 
lapsed Christianst: ‘‘O ye my brethren, let every one confess his 
sin, While he that hath sinned is yet in this world, while his con- 
fession can be admitted, while satisfaction and pardon made by 
the priests is grateful with God.” If there had been any thought 
of the Roman purgatory in S. Cyprian’s time, he could not in 
better words have impugned it, than here he does. All that 
have sinned must here look to it, here they must confess, here 
beg pardon, here make amends and satisfy ; afterwards, neither 
one nor the other shall be admitted. Now if to Christians also 
there is granted no leave to repent, no means to satisfy, no means 
of pardon after this life, these words are so various and compre- 
hensive that they include all cases; and it is plain S. Cyprian 
speaks it indefinitely, there is no place of repentance, no place of 
satisfaction ; none at all, neither to heathens nor to Christians. 
But now let these words be set against the Roman doctrine, viz. 
that there is a place called purgatory, in which the souls tor- 
mented do satisfy, and come not out thence till they have paid (viz. 
by sufferings or by suffrages) the utmost farthing, and then see 
which we will follow; for they differ in all the points of the com- 
pass. And these men do nothing but betray the weakness of 
their cause by expounding S. Cyprian to the sense of new distinc- 
tions, made but yesterday in the forges of the schools. And 
indeed the whole affair upon which the answer of Bellarmine 
relies, which these men have translated to their own use, is 
unreasonable. For is it a likely business, that when men have 
committed great crimes they shall be pardoned here by confession 
and the ministries of the church, &c.; and yet that the venial 
sins, though confessed in the general, and as well as they can be, 


§ Donec evi temporalis fine completo qui deliquit in seculo est, dum admitti 
ad eterne vel mortis vel immortalitatis confessio ejus potest, dum satisfactio, ct 
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and the party absolved, yet there should be prepared for their 
expiation the intolerable torments of hell fire for a very long time; 
and that for the greater sins, for which men have agreed with their 
adversary in the way, and the adversary hath forgiven them, yet 
that for these also they should be cast into prison, from whence 
they shall not come till the utmost farthing be paid ; that is 
against the design of our blessed Saviour’s counsel ; for if that 
be the case, then though we and our adversaries are agreed upon 
the main, and the debt forgiven, yet nevertheless we may be de- 
livered to the tormentors. But then concerning the sense of 
S. Cyprian in this particular, no man can doubt that shall have 
but read his excellent treatise of Mortality ; that he could not, 
did not admit of purgatory after death before the day of judg- 
ment; for he often said it in that excellent treatise, which he 
made to comfort and strengthen Christians against the fear of 
death ; that immediately after death we go to God or the Devil ; 
“Cand therefore it is for him only to fear to die, who is not willing 
to go to Christ; and he only is to be unwilling to go to Christ, 
who believes not that he begins to reign with Christ.—That we 
in the mean time die, we pass over by death to immortality.—It 
is not a going forth, but a pass over; and when our temporal 
course is run, a going over to immortality.— Let us embrace that 
day, which assigns every one of us to our dwelling, and restores 
those which are snatched from hence, and are disentangled from 
the snares of the world, to Paradise and the heavenly kingdom.” 
There are here many other things so plainly spoken to this pur- 
pose, that I wonder.any papist should read that treatise and not 
be cured of his infirmity. 

To the same purpose is that of S. Dionys", calling death the 
end of holy agonies; and therefore it is to be supposed they have 
no more agonies to run through immediately after death. To 
this .W answers*, that S. Denis means, “that death is the 
end of all the agonies of this life.” A goodly note! and never 
revealed till then and now; as if this-were a good argument to 
encourage men to contend bravely, and not to fear death, because 
when they are once dead, they shall no more be troubled with 
the troubles of this life: indeed you may go to worse, and death 
may let you into a state of being as bad as hell, and of greater 
torments than all the pains of this world put together amount to. 
But to let alone such ridiculous subterfuges, see the words of 
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S. Dionys ; “ They that live a holy life, looking to the true pro- 
mises of God, as if they were to behold the truth itself in that 
resurrection which is according to it, with firm and true hope, 
and in a Divine joy come to the sleep of death, as to an end of 
all holy contentions.” Now certainly if the doctrine of purga- 
tory were true, and that they who had contended here, and for 
all their troubles in this world were yet in a tolerable condition, 
should be told that now they shall go to worse, he that should 
tell them so would be but one of Job’s comforters. No; the 
servant of God “coming to the end of his own troubles, (viz. by 
death,) is filled with holy gladness, and with much rejoicing 
ascends to the way of Divine regeneration,” viz. to immortality ; 
which word can hardly mean that they shall be tormented a great 
while in hell fire. 

The words of Justin Martyry, or whoever is the author of 
those questions and answers imputed to him, affirms, that “ pre- 
sently after the departure of the soul from the body, a distinction 
is made between the just and the unjust, for they are brought by 
angels to places worthy of them; the souls of the just to para- 
dise, where they have the conversation and sight of angels and 
archangels, but the souls of the unrighteous to the places in 
hades, the invisible region or hell.” Against these words, because 
they pinch severely, E. W thinks himself bound to say some- 
thing; and therefore, 1, whereas Justin Martyr says, after our 
departure presently there is a separation made, he answers, that 
Justin Martyr means here to speak of the two final states after 
the day of judgment, for so it seems he understands eis, or 
presently after death, to mean the day of judament, of the time of 
which neither men nor angels know any thing. And whereas 
Justin Martyr says, that presently the souls of the righteous go 
to paradise, E.W answers’, 2, That Justin does not say that all 
just souls are carried presently into heaven; no, Justin says, 
“into paradise :” true, but let it be remembered that it is so a 
part of heaven, as Kimbus infantum is by themselves called a part 
of hell ; that is, a place of bliss, the region of the blessed. But, 
3, Justin says, that presently there is a separation made, but he 
says not that the souls of the righteous are carried to paradise. 
That is the next answer, which the very words of Justin do con- 
tradict. “ There is presently a separation made of the just and 
unjust, for they are by the angels carried to the places they have 
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deserved.” This is the separation which is made ; one is carried 
to paradise, the other to a place in hell. But these being such 
pitiful offers at answering, the gentleman tries another way, and 
says, 4, That this affirmative of Justin contradicts another saying 
of Justin, which I cited out of Sixtus Senensis, that Justin Martyr 
and many other of the Fathers affirmed, that the souls of men 
are kept in secret receptacles, reserved unto the sentence of the 
great day ; and that before then no man receives according to his 
works done in this life. To this I answer, that one opinion does 
not contradict another; for though the Fathers believed that 
they who die in the Lord rest from their labours, and are in blessed 
places, and have antepasts of joy and comforts, yet in those 
places they are reserved unto the judgment of the great day. 
The intermedial joy or sorrow respectively of the just and unjust 
does but antedate the final sentence; and as the comforts of 
God’s Spirit in this life are indeed graces of God and rewards of 
piety, as the torments of an evil conscience are the wages of 
impiety; yet as these do not hinder but that the great reward 
is given at doomsday, and not before, so neither do the joys 
which the righteous have in the interval. They can both consist 
together, and are generally affirmed by very many of the Greek 
and Latin Fathers>, And methinks this gentleman might have 
learned from Sixtus Senensis how to have reconciled these two 
opinions ; for he quotes him, saying there is a double beatitude, 
the one imperfect of soul only, the other consummate, and perfect 
of soul and body. The first the Fathers called by several names 
of sinus Abrahe, atrium Dei, sub altare, &e. The other, perfect 
joy, the glory of the resurrection, &c. But it matters not what is 
said, or how it be contradicted, so it seem but to serve a present 
turn. But at last, if nothing of this will do, these words are not 
the words of Justin, for he is not the author of the questions 
and answers ad Orthodoxos. To which I answer, it matters not 
whether they be Justin’s or no; but they are put together in the 
collection of his works, and they are generally called his, and cited 
under his name, and made use of by Bellarmine‘, when he sup- 
poses them to be to his purpose. However, the author is ancient 
and orthodox, and so esteemed in the church, and in this par- 
ticular speaks according to the doctrine of the more ancient 
doctors. Well! but how is this against purgatory? says E. W.4; 
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for they may be in secret receptacles after they have been in pur- 
gatory. To this I answer, that he dares not teach that for doc- 
trine in the church of Rome, who believes that the souls delivered 
out of purgatory go immediately to the heaven of the blessed ; 
and therefore, if his book had been worth the perusing by the 
censors of books, he might have been questioned, and followed 
Mr. White’s fortune. And he adds, “ it might be afterwards 
according to Origen’s opinion;”’ that is, purgatory might be after 
the day of judgment; for so Origen held, that all the fires are 
purgatory, and the devils themselves should be saved. Thus this 
poor gentleman, thinking it necessary to answer one argument 
against purgatory brought in the Dissuasive, cares not to answer 
by a condemned heresy, rather than reason shall be taught by 
any son of the church of England. But however, the very words 
of the Fathers cross his slippery answers so, that they thrust him 
into a corner; for in these receptacles the godly have joy, and 
they enter into them as soon as they die, and abide there till the 
day of judgment. 

S. Ambrose is so full’, pertinent, and material to the question 
in hand, and so destructive of the Roman hypothesis, that nothing 
ean be said against it. His words are these; “ Therefore in all 
regards death is good, because it divides those that were always 
fighting, that they may not impugn each other, and because it is 
a certain port to them who, being tossed in the sea of this world, 
require the station of faithful rest ; and because it makes not our 
state worse, but such as it finds every one, such it reserves him 
to the future judgment, and nourishes him with rest, and with- 
draws him from the envy of present things, and composes him 
with the expectation of future things.” E. W-f thinking himself 
bound to say something to these words, answers, “ It is an excel- 
lent saying ; for worse he is not, but infinitely better, that quit 
of the occasions of living here, is ascertained of future bliss here- 
after; which is the whole drift of the saint in that chapter: read 
it, and say afterwards if I say not true.” It is well put off. But 
there are very many that read him, who never will or can examine 
what S. Ambrose says, and with all such he hopes to escape. But 
as to the thing: that death gives a man advantage, and by its 
own fault no disadvantage, is indeed not only the whole drift of 
that chapter, but of that whole book. But not for that reason 
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only is a man the better for death, but because it makes him not 
worse in order to eternity ; nay, it does not alter him at all as to 
that, for as death finds him, so shall the judgment find him, (and 
therefore not purified by purgatory, ) for such he is reserved 5 
and not only thus, but it cherishes him with rest ; which would 
be very ill done, if death carried him to purgatory. Now all 
these last words, and many others, E. W is pleased to take no 
notice of, as not being for his purpose. But he that pleases to 
see more, may read the twelfth and eighteenth chapters of the 
same treatise. 

S. Gregory’s saying’, that after this life there is no purgation, 

can no way be put off by any pretences: for he means it of the 
time after death before the day of judgment; which is directly 
opposed to the doctrine of the church of Rome: and unless you 
will suppose that S. Gregory believed two purgatories, it is cer- 
tain he did not believe the Roman ; for he taught that the pur- 
gation which he calls baptism by fire, and the saving, yet so as by 
Jire, was to be performed at the day of judgment: and the curi- 
osity of that trial is the fierceness of that fire, as Nicetas expounds 
S. Gregory’s words in his oration in sancta lumina. So that S. 
Gregory, affirming that this world is the place of purgation, and 
that after this world there is no purgation, could not have spoken 
any thing more direct against the Roman purgatory. 

S. Hilary and S. Macarius speak of two states after death, and 
no moreh. True, says E. W., “but they are the two final states.” 
That is true too, in some sense, for it is either of eternal good or 
evil; but to one of these states they are consigned and deter- 
mined at the time of their death, at which time every one is sent 
either to the bosom of Abraham or to a place of pain, where they 
are reserved to the sentence of the great day. 8S. Hilary’s words 
are these; “ There is no stay or delaying: for the day of judg- 
ment is either an eternal retribution of beatitude or of pain: but 
the time of our death hath every one in his laws, whiles either 
Abraham” (viz. the bosom of Abraham) “or pain reserves every 
one unto the judgment.” These words need no commentary. 
He that can reconcile these to the Roman purgatory will be a 
most mighty man in controversy‘, And so also are the words 
of S. Macarius, “when they go out of the body, the quires of 
angels receive their souls and carry them to their proper place,” 
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eis THY Kabapay aiéva, “to a pure world, and so lead them to the 
Lord.” Such words as these are often repeated by the holy 
Fathers and Doctors of the ancient church; I sum them up with 
the saying of S. Athanasius", od« éort mapa tots Sixators Oavaros, 
&e. “Itisnot death that happens to the righteous, but a trans- 
lation: for they are translated out of this world into everlasting 
rest. And as a man would go out of prison, so do the saints 
go out of this troublesome life unto those good things which are 
prepared for them.” Now let these and all the precedent words 
be confronted against the sad complaints made for the souls in 
purgatory by Joh. Gerson, in his Querela Defunctorum, and sir 
Tho. More in his Supplication of Souls, and it will be found that 
the doctrine of the Fathers differs from the doctrine of the 
church of Rome as much as heaven and hell, rest and labour, 
horrid torments and great joy. I conclude this matter of quota- 
tions by the saying of pope Leo, which one of my adversaries 
could not find!, because the printer was mistaken; it is the 
ninety-first Epistle, so known and so used by the Roman writers 
in the question of confession, that if he be a man of learning, it 
cannot be supposed but he knew where to find them. The words 
are these: “ But if any of them for whom we pray unto the Lord, 
being intercepted by any obstacle, falls from the benefit of the 
present indulgences, and before he comes to the constituted 
remedies shall end his temporal life by human condition (or 
frailty), that which abiding in the body he hath not received, 
being out of the flesh he cannot.” Now against these words of 
S. Leo, set the present doctrine of the church of Rome; “ that 
what is not finished of penances here, a man may pay in purga- 
tory ;” and let the world judge whether S. Leo was in this point 
a Roman catholic. Indeed S. Leo forgot to make use of the late 
distinction of sins venial and mortal, of the punishment of mortal 
sins remaining after the fault is taken away; but I hope the 
Roman doctors will excuse the saint, because the distinction is 
but new and modern. But this testimony of S. Gregory must 
not go for a single testimony: “That which abiding in the body 
could not be received, out of the body cannot ;” that is, when 
the soul is gone out of the body, as death finds them, so shall the 
day of judgment find them. And this was the sense of the whole 
church; for after death there is no change of state before the 
general trial; no passing from pain to rest in the state of separa- 
k De Virgin. 1 Letter, p. 18. 
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tion; and therefore either there are no purgatory pains, or if 
there be, there is no ease of them before the day of judgment ; 
and the prayers and masses of the church cannot give remedy to 
one poor soul: and this must of necessity be confessed by the 
Roman doctors, or else they must shew that ever any one catholic 
Father did teach, that after death and before the day of judgment 
any souls are translated into a state of bliss out of a state of pain; 
that is, that from purgatory they go to heaven before the day of 
judgment. He that can shew this will teach me what I have not 
yet learned, but he that cannot shew it must not pretend that 
the Roman doctrine of purgatory was ever known to the ancient 
Fathers of the church. 


SECTION III. 
Of Transubstantiation. 


Tue purpose of the Dissuasive was to prove the doctrine of 
transubstantiation to be new, neither catholic nor apostolic. In 
order to which I thought nothing more likely to persuade or dis- 
suade, than the testimonies of the parties against themselves. 
And although I have many other inducements, (as will appear 
in the sequel,) yet by so earnestly contending to invalidate the 
truth of the quotations, the adversaries do confess by implication, 
if these sayings be as is pretended, then I have evinced my main 
point, viz. that the Roman doctrines, as differing from us, are 
novelties, and no parts of the catholic faith. 

Thus therefore the author of the Letter begins™: “ He quotes 
Scotus, as declaring the doctrine of transubstantiation is not ex- 
pressed in the canon of the Bible; which he saith not. To the 
same purpose he quotes Ocham, but I can find no such thing in 
him. To the same purpose he quotes Roffensis, but he hath no 
such thing.” But in order to the verification of what I said, I 
desire it be first observed what I did say, for I did not deliver it 
so crudely as this gentleman sets it down: for, 1, these words, 
‘‘the doctrine of transubstantiation is not expressed in the canon 
of the Bible,” are not the words of all them before named ; they 
are the sense of them all, but the words but of one or two of 
them. 2. When I say that some of the Roman writers say that 
transubstantiation is not expressed in the scripture, I mean, and 
so I said plainly, ‘as without the church’s declaration to compel 
us to admit of it.” Now then for the quotations themselves, I 
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hope I shall give a fair account. 1. The words quoted are the 
words of Biel", when he had first affirmed that Christ’s body is 
contained truly under the bread, and that it is taken by the faith- 
ful, (all which we believe and teach in the church of England,) 
he adds; Tamen quomodo bi sit Chrisit corpus, an per conversio- 
nem alicujus in ipsum (that is, the way of transubstantiation) an 
sine conversione incipiat esse corpus Christi cum pane, manentibus 
substantia et accidentibus panis non invenitur expressum in canone 
Biblit: and that is the way of consubstantiation! so that here 
is expressly taught what I affirmed was taught, that the scriptures 
did not express the doctrine of transubstantiation: and he adds, 
that concerning this, there were anciently divers opinions. Thus 
far the quotation is right: but of this man there is no notice 
taken. But what of Scotus? “He saith no such thing.” Well, 
suppose that, yet I hope this gentleman will excuse me for Bel- 
larmine’s sake, who says the same thing of Scotus as I do, and 
he might have found it in the margent against the quotation of 
Scotus, if he had pleased. His words are these®: ‘Secondly he 
saith” (viz. Scotus) “that there is not extant any place of scrip- 
ture so express, without the declaration of the church, that it 
can compel us to admit of transubstantiation: and this is not 
altogether improbable: for though the scriptures which we 
brought above seem so clear to us, that it may compel a man 
that is not wilful, yet whether it be so or no, it may worthily 
be doubted, since most learned and acute men (such as Scotus 
eminently was) believe the contrary.” Well! but the gentleman 
can find no such thing in Ockham: I hope he did not look far, 
for Ocham is not the man I mean: however the printer might 
have mistaken ; but it is easily pardonable, because from O. Cam. 
meaning Odo Cameracensis, it was easy for the printer or tran- 
seriber to write Ocam, as being of more public name: but the 
bishop of Cambray is the man that followed Scotus in this opin- 
ion, and is acknowledged by Bellarmine? to have said the same 
that Scotus did, he being one of his docti et acutissimi viri there 
mentioned’. Now if Roffensis have the same thing too, this au- 
thor of the Letter will have cause enough to be a little ashamed: 
and for this I shall bring his words; speaking of the whole in- 
stitution of the blessed sacrament by our blessed Saviour, he 
says, Neque ullum hic verbum positum est quo probetur in nostra 
missa veram fiert carnis et sanguinis Christi presentiam. 1 sup- 
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pose I need to say no more to verify these citations ; but yet I 
have another very good witness to prove that I have said true ; 
and that is Salmeron', who says, ‘‘ that Scotus out of Innocen- 
tius reckons three opinions,” not of heretics, but of such men 
who all agreed in that which is the main; but he adds, *‘ Some 
men and writers believe that this article cannot be proved against 
a heretic by scripture alone, or reasons alone.” And so Cajetan 
is affirmed by Suarez and Alanus to have saids; and Melchior 
Canus ; perpetuam Marie virginitatem—conversionem panis et 
vint in corpus et sanguinem Christi—non ita expressa im libris ca- 
nonicis invenies, sed adeo tamen certa in fide sunt ut contrariorum 
dogmatum authores ecclesia hereticos judicarit. So that the scrip- 
ture is given up for no sure friend in this question; the article 
wholly relies upon the authority of the church, viz. of Rome, who 
makes faith, and makes heresies as she please. But to the same 
purpose is that also which Chedsey said in his disputation at Ox- 
ford; “In what manner Christ is there, whether with the bread 
transelemented, or transubstantiation, the scripture in open words 
tells not.” 

But I am not likely so to escape; for H.W-t talks of a famous 
or rather infamous quotation out of Peter Lombard, and adds 
foul and uncivil words, which I pass by: but the thing is this; 
that I said, ‘“‘ Petrus Lombardus could not tell whether there was 
a substantial change or no.” I did say so, and I brought the 
very words of Lombard to prove it; and these very words E.W 
himself acknowledges : Si autem queritur qualis sit ista conversio, 
an formalis an substantialis, vel alterius generis, definire non 
sufficio: “I am not able to define or determine whether that 
change be “formal or substantial.” So far E.W quotes him, 
but leaves out one thing very material, viz. whether besides 
“formal or substantial,” it be “of another kind.” Now E.W 
not being able to deny that Lombard said this, takes a great 
deal of useless pains, not one word of all that he says being to 
the purpose, or able to make it probable that Peter Lombard did 
not say so, or that he did not think so. But the thing is this: 
Biel reckoned three opinions which in Lombard’s time were 
in the church; the first of consubstantiation, which was the way 
which long since then Luther followed. The second, that the 
substance of bread is made the flesh of Christ, but ceases not to 
be what it was. But this is not the doctrine of transubstantia- 
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tion, for that makes a third opinion, which is, that the substance 
of bread ceases to be, and nothing remains but the accident. 
Quartam opinionem addit magister, that is, Peter Lombard adds 
a fourth opinion; that the substance of bread is not converted, but 
is annihilated: this is made by Scotus to be the second opinion. 
Now of these four opinions, all which were then permitted and 
disputed", Peter Lombard seems to follow the second ; but if this 
was his opinion, it was no more, for he could not determine whe- 
ther that were the truth or no. But whether he does or no truly, 
I think it is very hard for any man to tell; for this question was 
but in the forge, not polished, not made bright with long hand- 
ling. And this was all that I affirmed out of the Master of Sen- 
tences; I told of no opinion of his at all; but that in his time 
they did not know whether it (viz. the doctrine of transubstan- 
tiation) were true or no; that is, the generality of the Roman 
catholics did not know: and he himself could not define it. And 
this appears unanswerably by Peter Lombard’s bringing their 
several sentiments in this article: and they that differ in their 
judgments about an article, and yet esteem the others ca- 
tholic, may think what they please, but they “cannot tell cer- 
tainly what is truth.” But then as for Peter Lombard himself, all 
that I said of him was this, that he could not tell, he “could not 
determine,” whether there was any substantial change or no. If 
in his after-discourse he declares that the change is of sub- 
stances, he told it for no other than as a mere opinion: if he 
did, let him answer for that, uot I; for that he could not de- 
termine it, himself expressly said it, in the beginning of the 
eleventh distinction. And therefore these gentlemen would better 
have consulted with truth and modesty if they had let this alone, 
and not have made such an outcry against a manifest truth. Now 
let me observe one thing, which will be of great use in this whole 
affair, and demonstrate the change of this doctrine. These three 
opinions were all held by catholics, and the opinions are re- 
corded, not only by pope Innocentius III *, but in the gloss of the 
canon law itself. For this opinion was not fixed and settled, 
nor as yet well understood, but still disputed, as we see in Lom- 
bard and Scotus: and although they all agreed in this, (as Sal- 
meron’ observes of these three opinions, as he cites them out of, 
Scotus,) “that the true body of Christ is there, because to deny 
this were against the faith ;” and therefore this was then enough 
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to cause them to be esteemed catholics, because they denied no- 
thing which was then against the faith, but all agreed in that, 
yet now the case is otherwise; for whereas one of the opinions 
was, that the substance of bread remains; and another opinion, 
that the substance of bread is annihilated, but is not converted 
into the body of Christ ; now both of these opinions are made 
heresy, and the contrary to them, which is the third opinion, 
passed into an article of faith. Quod vero ibi substantia panis non 
remanet, jam etiam ut articulus fider definitum est, et conversionts 
sive transubstantiationis nomen evictum. So Salmeron?. Now in 
Peter Lombard’s time, if they who believed Christ’s real presence 
were good catholics, though they believed no transubstantiation or 
consubstantiation, that is, did not descend into consideration of 
the manner, why may they not be so now? Is there any new 
revelation now of the manner? Or why is the way to heaven now 
made narrower than.in Lombard’s time? For the church of Eng- 
land believes according to one of these opinions; and therefore 
is as good a catholic church as Rome was then, which had not 
determined the manner. Nay if we use to value an article the more, 
by how much the more ancient it is, certainly it is more honourable 
that we should reform to the ancient model rather than conform 
to the new. However, this is also plainly consequent to this dis- 
course of Salmeron ; “The abettors of those three opinions, some 
of them’, do deny something that is of faith, therefore the faith 
of the church of Rome now is not the same it was in the days of 
Peter Lombard.” Lastly, this also is to be remarked ; that to 
prove any ancient author to hold the doctrine of transubstantia- 
tion, as it is at this day an article of faith at Rome, it is not 
enough to say that Peter Lombard, or Durand, or Scotus, &c. 
did say that where bread was before there is Christ’s body now ; 
for they may say that and more, and yet not come home to the 
present article; and therefore E.W does argue weakly, when he 
denies Lombard to say one thing, viz. that he could not define 
whether there was a substantial change or no, (which indeed 
he spake plainly,) because he brings him saying something as if 
he were resolved the change were substantial, which yet he speaks 
but obscurely. And the truth is, this question of transubstantia- 
tion 1s so intricate and involved amongst them, seems so contrary 
to sense and reason, and does so much violence to all the powers 
of the soul, that it is no wonder if at first the doctors could 
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not make any thing distinctly of it. However, whatever they 
did make of it, certain it is they more agreed with the present 
church of England than with the present church of Rome ; for 
we say as they said, Christ’s body is truly there, and there is & 
conversion of the elements into Christ’s body; for what before 
the consecration in all senses was bread, is after consecration in 
some sense Christ’s body; but they did not all of them say that 
the substance of bread was destroyed; and some of them denied 
the conversion of the bread into the flesh of Christ, which who- 
soever shall now do will be esteemed no Roman catholic. And 
therefore it is a vain procedure to think they have proved their 
doctrine of transubstantiation out of the Fathers also, if the 
Fathers tell us, “ that bread is changed out of his nature into the 
body of Christ: that by holy invocation it is no more common 
bread: that as water in Cana of Galilee was changed into wine, 
so in the evangelist wine is changed into blood: that bread is only 
bread before the sacramental words, but after consecration is made 
the body of Christ.” For though I very much doubt, all these 
things in equal and full measures cannot be proved out of the 
Fathers, yet suppose they were, yet all this comes not up to the 
Roman article of transubstantiation : all those words are true in a 
very good sense, and they are in that sense believed in the church 
of England; but that the bread is no more bread in the natural 
sense, and that it is naturally nothing but the natural body of 
Christ, that the substance of one is passed into the substance of 
the other, this is not affirmed by the Fathers, neither can it be 
inferred from the former propositions if they had been truly al- 
leged; and therefore all that is for nothing, and must be intended 
only to cozen and amuse the reader that understands not all 
the windings of this labyrinth. 

In the next place I am to give an account of what passed in 
the Lateran council upon this article. For, says E.W.», the 
doctrine of transubstantiation “‘ was ever believed in the church, 
though more fully and explicitly declared in the Lateran council.” 
But in the Dissuasive it was said¢, that it was “ but pretended 
to be determined” in that council, “ where many things indeed 
came then in consultation,” yet “nothing” could be openly de- 
creed. “Nothing,” (says Platina,) that is, says my adversary, 
“nothing concerning the Holy Land, and the aids to be raised 
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for it :” but for all this there might be a decree concerning tran- 
substantiation. To this I reply, that it is as true that nothing 
was done in this question as that nothing was done in the matter 
of the holy war, for one was as much decreed as the other. For 
if we admit the acts of the council, that of giving aid to the Holy 
Land was decreed in the 69th canon, alias 71st’: so that this 
answer is not true: but the truth is, neither the one nor the 
other was decreed in that council. For, that I may inform this 
gentleman in a thing which possibly he never heard of, this coun- 
cil of Lateran was never published, nor any acts of it, till Coch- 
lzeus published them A.D. 1538. For three years before this, 
John Martin published the Councils, and then there was no such 
thing as the acts of the Lateran council to be found. But you 
will say, how came Cochleus by them? To this the answer is easy: 
there were read in the council sixty chapters, which to some did 
seem easy, to others burdensome®; but these were never approved, 
but the council ended in scorn and mockery; and nothing was 
concluded, neither of faith nor manners, nor war, nor aid for the 
Holy Land; but only the pope got money of the prelates to give 
them leave to depart. But afterwards pope Gregory IX. put 
these chapters, or some of them, into the Decretals ; but doth 
not intitle any of these to the council of Lateran, but only to pope 
Innocent in the council, which cardinal Perron ignorantly or wil- 
fully mistaking, affirms the contrary But so it is that Platina 
affirms of the pope plurima decreta retulit, improbavit Joachimi 
libellum, damnavit errores Almerict. The pope recited sixty heads 
of decrees in the council, but no man says the council decreed 
those heads. Now these heads Cochleus says he found in an 
old book in Germany. And it is no ways probable, that if the 
council had decreed those heads, that Gregory LX, who pub- 
lished his uncle’s Decretal Epistles, which make up so great a 
part of the canon law, should omit to publish the decrees of this 
council; or that there should be no acts of this great council in 
the Vatican, and that there should be no publication of them till 
about 300 years after the council, and that out of a blind corner, 
and an old unknown manuscript. But the book shews its original ; 
it was taken from the Decretals; for it contains just so many 
heads, viz. LXXII, and is not any thing of the council, in which 
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only were recited LX heads, and they have the same beginnings 
and endings, and the same notes and observations in the middle 
of the chapters: which shews plainly they were a mere force of 
the Decretals. The consequent of all which is plainly this, that 
there was no decree made in the council, but every thing was left 
unfinished, and the council was affrighted by the warlike pre- 
parations of them of Genoa and Pisa, and all retired. Concerning 
which affair, the reader that desires it may receive further sa- 
tisfaction, if he read the Axtiquitates Britannice in the Life of 
Stephen Langton out of the lesser history of Matthew Paris‘; as 
also Sabellicus and Godfride the monk. But since it is become a 
question what was or was not determined in this Lateran coun- 
cil, I am content to tell them that the same authority, whether 
of pope or council, which made transubstantiation an article of 
faith, made rebellion and treason to be a duty of subjects: for in 
the same collection of canons they are both decreed and warranted 
under the same signature, the one being the first canon, and the 
other the third. 

The use I shall make of all is this: Scotus was observed above 
to say, that in scripture there is nothing so express as to compel 
us to believe transubstantiation ; meaning, that without the de- 
cree and authority of the church the scripture was of itself in- 
sufficient. “And some others,” as Salmeron notes, “affirm, that 
scripture and reason are both insufficient to convince a heretic 
in this articles ;” this is to be proved, ex conciliorum definitione 
et patrum traditione, &e., “by the definition of councils and tra- 
dition of the Fathers ;” for it were easy to answer the places of 
scripture which are cited, and the reasons. Now then, since serip- 
ture alone is not thought sufficient, nor reasons alone, if the defi- 
nitions of councils also shall fail them, they will be strangely to 
seek for their new article. Now for this, their only castle of de- 
fence is the Lateran council. Indeed Bellarmine produces the 
Roman council under pope Nicholas the Second, in which Beren- 
garius was forced to recant his error about the sacrament, but 
he recanted it into a worse error, and such which the church of 
Rome disavows at this day ; and therefore ought not to pretend 
it as a patron of that doctrine which she approves not. And for 
the little council under Gregory the Seventh, it is just so a ge- 
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neral council, as the church of Rome is the catholic church, or a 
particular is an universal. But suppose it so for this once, 
yet this council meddled not with the modus, viz. transubstantia- 
tion, or the ceasing of its being bread, but of the real presence 
of Christ under the elements, which is no part of our question. 
Berengarius denied it, but we do not, when it is rightly under- 
stood. Pope Nicholaus himself did not understand the new ar- 
ticle, for it was not fitted for publication until the time of the 
Lateran council; and how nothing of this was in that council 
determined I have already made appear; and therefore, as Scotus 
said the scripture alone could not evict this article, so he also 
said, in his argument made for the doctors that held the first 
opinion mentioned before out of Innocentius, nee invenitur ubi ec- 
clesia istam veritatem determinet solenniter, “ neither is it found 
where the church hath solemnly determined it.” And for his 
own particular, though he was carried into captivity by the sym- 
bol of pope Innocent the Third, for which by that time was pre- 
tended the Lateran council; yet he himself said, that before that 
council it was no article of faith; and for this thing Bellarmine 
reproves him, and imputes ignorance to him, saying, “ that it 
was because he had not read the Roman council under Gregory 
the Seventh, nor the consent of the Fathers.’’ And to this 
purpose I quoted Henriquez, saying, “that Scotus saith the doc- 
trine of transubstantiation is not ancient :” the author of the 
Letter denies that he saith any such thing of Scotus; but I 
desire him to look once more, and my margent will better di- 
rect himi, 

What the opinion of Durandus was in this question, if these 
gentlemen will not believe me, let them believe their own friends. 
But first let it be considered what I said, viz. “that he main- 
tained (viz. in disputation) that even after consecration the very 
matter of bread remained. 2. That by reason of the authority 
of the church it is not to be held. 3. That nevertheless it is 
possible it should be so. 4. That it is no contradiction that the 
matter of bread should remain, and yet it be Christ's body too. 
5.That this were the easier way of solving the difficulties.” That 
all this is true, 1 have no better argument than his own words, 
which are in his first question of the eleventh distinction in quar- 
tum numb.11. ef n.15. For indeed the case was very hard with 
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these learned men, who being pressed by authority, did bite the 
file, and submitted their doctrine, but kept their reason to them- 
selves: and what some in the council of Trent observed of Scotus, 
was true also of Durandus and divers other schoolmen, with whom 
it was usual to deny things with a kind of courtesy. And there- 
fore Durandus in the places cited, though he disputes well for 
his opinion, yet he says the contrary is modus tenendus de facto. 
But besides that his words are, as I understand them, plain and 
clear to manifest his own hearty persuasion, yet I shall not de- 
sire to be believed upon my own account, for fear I be mistaken; 
but that I had reason to say it, Henriquez shall be my warrant ; 
Durandus dist. quest. 3, ait esse probabile sed absque assertione*, 
&e. ; “he saith, it is probable, but without assertion, that in the 
eucharist the same matter of bread remains without quantity.” 
And a little after he adds, out of Cajetan, Paludanus, and Soto, 
that this opinion of Durandus is erroneous; but after the council 
of Trent it seems to be heretical; and yet, he says, it was held 
by Aégidius and Euthymius, who had the good luck it seems to 
live and die before the council of Trent, otherwise they had been 
in danger of the inquisition for heretical pravity. But I shall not 
trouble myself further in this particular ; I am fully vindicated 
by Bellarmine himself!, who spends a whole chapter in the con- 
futation of this error of Durandus, viz. that the matter of bread 
remains: he endeavours to answer his arguments, and gives this 
censure of him; Jtaque sententia Durandi heretica est; “therefore 
the sentence of Durandus is heretical;” although he be not to be 
called a heretic, because he was ready to acquiesce in the judg- 
ment of the church. So Bellarmine ; who if he say true, that 
Durandus was ready to submit to the judgment of the church, 
then he does not say true when he says the church before his 
time had determined against him; but, however, that I said true 
of him, when I imputed this opinion to him, Bellarmine is my 
witness. Thus you see I had reason for what I said; and by 
these instances it appears how hardly, and how long the doctrine 
of transubstantiation was before it could be swallowed. 

But I remember that Salmeron tells of divers, who, distrusting 
of scripture and reason, had rather in this point rely upon the 
tradition of the Fathers; and therefore I descended to take from 
them this armour in which they trusted. And first, to ease a 
more curious inquiry, which in a short dissuasive was not conve- 
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nient, I used the abbreviature of an adversary’s confession. For 
Alphonsus & Castro confessed that in ancient writers there is 
seldom any mention made of transubstantiation™. One of my ad- 
versaries says this is not spoken of the thing, but of the name of 
transubstantiation ; but if a Castro meant this only of the word, 
he spake weakly when he said, that the “name or word was sel- 
dom mentioned by the ancients.” 1. Because it is false that it 
was seldom mentioned by the ancients, for the word was by the 
ancient Fathers never mentioned. 2. Because there was not any 
question of the word where the thing was agreed ; and therefore 
as this saying so understood had been false, so also if it had been 
true, it would have been impertinent. 3. It is but a trifling ar- 
tifice to confess the name to be unknown, and by that means to 
insinuate that the thing was then under other names; it is a 
secret cozenage of an unwary reader to bribe him into peace and 
contentedness for the main part of the question, by pleasing him 
in that part which it may be makes the biggest noise, though it 
be less material. 4. If the thing had been mentioned by the an- 
cients, they need not, would not, ought not to have troubled 
themselves and others by a new word; to have still retained the 
old proposition under the old words would have been less sus- 
picious, more prudent and ingenious; but to bring in a new 
name is but the cover for a new doctrine; and therefore S. Paul 
left an excellent precept to the church to avoid prophanas vocum 
novitates, the profane newness of words; that is, it is fit that the 
mysteries revealed in scripture should be preached and taught in 
the words of the scripture, and with that simplicity, openness, 
easiness, and candour, and not with new and unhallowed words, 
such as is that of transubstantiation. 5.A Castro did not speak 
of the name alone, but of the thing also, de transubstantiatione 
panis in corpus Christi, “ of the transubstantiation of bread into 
Christ’s body,” of this manner of conversion, that is, of this doc- 
trine; now doctrines consist not in words but things ; however 
his last words are faint and weak and guilty; for being convinced 
of the weakness of his defence of the thing, he left to himself a 
subterfuge of words. 

But let it be how it will with a Castro, whom I can very well 
spare, if he will not be allowed to speak sober sense, and as a 
wise man should, we have better and fuller testimonies in this 
affair: that “the Fathers did not so much as touch the matter 
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or thing of transubstantiation,” said the Jesuits in prison, as is 
reported by the author of the Modest Discourse: and the great 
Erasmus”, who lived and died in the communion of the church 
of Rome, and was as likely as any man of his age to know what 
he said, gave this testimony in the present question: In synaat 
transubstantiationem sero definivit ecclesia, et re et nomine veteribus 
ignotam. “In the communion, the church hath but lately defined 
transubstantiation, which both in the thing and in the name was 
unknown to the ancients.” 

Now this was a fair and friendly inducement to the reader to 
take from him all prejudice, which might stick to him by the 
great noises of the Roman doctors, made upon their pretence 
of the Fathers being on their side ; yet I would not so rely upon 
these testimonies, but that I thought fit to give some little essay 
of this doctrine out of the Fathers themselves°. 

To this purpose is alleged Justin Martyr’s saying of the eu- 
charist, that “it was a figure, which our Lord commanded to do 
in remembrance of his passion.” These were quoted, not as 
the words, but as the doctrine of that saint; and the Letter will 
needs suppose me to mean those words, which are, as I find, in 
page 259 and 260 of the Paris edition, 1615; “The oblation of 
a cake was a figure of the eucharistical bread which the Lord 
commanded to do in remembrance of his passion.” These are 
Justin’s words in that place, with which I have nothing to do 
(as I shall shew by and by): but because cardinal Perron intends 
to make advantage of them, I shall wrest them first out of his 
hands, and then give an account of the doctrine of this holy man 
in the present article; both out of this place and others. Tis 
opidarews tpooopa, “ The oblation of a cake was a figure of the 
bread of the eucharist, which our Lord delivered us to do:” there- 
fore, says the cardinal, “ the eucharistical bread in the truth, since 
the cake was the jigure or the shadow.” To which I answer, 
that though the cake was a figure of the eucharistical bread, yet 
so might that bread be a figure of something else; just as bap- 
tism, I mean the external rite, which although itself be but the 
outward part, and is the rézos or figure of the inward washing 
by the Spirit of grace, and represents our being buried with Christ 
in his death, yet it is an accomplishment in some sense of those 
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many figures, by which (according to the doctrine of the Fathers) 
it was prefigured. Such as in S. Peter the waters of the deluge; 
in Tertullian, were the waters of Jordan into which Naaman de- 
scended; in S. Austin, the waters of sprinkling: these were types, 
and to these baptism did succeed, and represented the same thing 
which they represented, and effected or exhibited the thing it did 
represent, and therefore in this sense they prefigured baptism : 
and yet that this is but a figure still, we have S. Peter's warrant; 
The like figure whereunto even baptism doth also now save us ; not 
the putting away the filth of the flesh, but the answer of a good con- 
science towards God. The waters of the flood were rézos, a type 
of the waters of baptism ; the waters of baptism were dvtiruzoy, 
that is, a type answering to a type; and yet even here there is 
a typical representing and signifying part, and beyond that there 
is the veritas, or the thing signified by both. So it is in the ob- 
lation of the cake, and the eucharistical bread, that was a type 
of this, and this the dvrirvmov, or correspondent of that; a type 
answering to a type, a figure to a figure; and both of them did 
and do respectively represent a thing yet more secret. For as 
S. Austin said, “these and those are diverse in the sign, but 
equal in the thing signified, diverse in the visible species, but 
the same in the intelligible signification ;” those were promissive, 
and these demonstrative; or, as others express it, those were 
pronunciative, and these of the Gospel are contestative. So friar 
Gregory of Padua noted in the council of Trent4: and that this 
was the sense of Justin Martyr appears to him that considers 
what he says. 1. He does not say the cake is a type of the 
bread, but “the oblation of the cake,” that is, that whole rite 
of offering a cake after the leper was cleansed in token of thank- 
fulness, and for his legal purity, was a type of the bread of the 
eucharist, “ which for the remembrance of the passion which 
he suffered for these men whose minds are purged from all per- 
verseness, Jesus Christ our Lord commanded to make or do.” 
To do what? to do bread? or to make bread? No, but to make 
bread to be eucharistical, to be a memorial of the passion, to 
represent the death of Christ; so that it is not the cake and 
the bread that are the type and the antitype; but the oblation 
of the cake was the figure, and the celebration of Christ’s memo- 
rial and the eucharist, are the things presignified and prefigured ; 
but then it remains, that the eucharistical bread is but the in- 
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strument of a memorial or recordation, which still supposes some- 
thing beyond this, and by this to be figured and represented. 
For as the apostle says, Our fathers did eat of the same spiritual 
meat, that is, they eat Christ, but they eat him in figure, that is, 
in an external symbol; so do we; only theirs is abolished, and 
ours succeeds the old, and shall abide for ever. Nay, the very 
words used by Justin Martyr do evince this, it is dpros cdxapt- 
otias, when it is an eucharist it is still but bread; and therefore 
there is a body of which this is but an outward argument, a ve- 
hicle, a channel and conveyance, and that is the body of Christ ; 
for the eucharistical bread is both bread and Christ’s body too. 
For it is a good argument to say, “‘ This is bread eucharistical, 
therefore this is bread ;” and if it be bread still, it must be a 
figure of the bread of life; and this is that which I affirmed to 
be the sense of Justin Martyr. The like expression to this is in 
his second Apology; “ It is not common bread ;” meaning, that 
it is sanctified and made eucharistical. But here, it may be, the 
argument will not hold; “It is not common bread, therefore it 
is bread :” for I remember that cardinal Perron hath some in- 
stances against this way of arguing. For the dove that descend- 
ed upon Christ’s head was not a common dove, and yet it follows 
not—therefore this was a dove. The three that appeared to 
Abraham were not common men—therefore they were men it 
follows not. This is the sophistry of the cardinal, for the con- 
futation of which I have so much logic left as to prove this to be 
a fallacy ; and it will soon appear, if it be reduced to a regular 
proposition’ ‘ This bread is not common, therefore this bread 
is extraordinary bread,” but therefore “this is bread still ;” here 
the consequence is good, and is so still, when the subject of the 
proposition is something real, and not in appearance only; be- 
cause whatsoever is but in appearance and pretence is a non-ens 
in respect of that real thing which it counterfeits. And there- 
fore it follows not, ‘“ This is not a common dove, therefore it is 
a dove ;” because if this be modelled into a right proposition, 
nihil supponit ; there is no subject in it; for it cannot in this 
case be said, “ This dove is no common dove,” but, “‘ This which 
is like a dove, is not a common dove;” and, “ These persons 
which look like men, are not common men.” And the rule for 
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this and the reason too is, Non entis nulla sunt predicata. To 
which also this may be added; that in the proposition, as car- 
dinal Perron expresses it, the negation is not the adjective, but 
the substantive part of the predicate ; “It is no common dove ; 

where the negative term relates to the dove, not to common ; “It 
is no dove,” and the words not common are also equivocal, and as 
it can signify extraordinary, so it ean signify natural. But if the 
subject of the proposition be something real, then the consequent 
is good; as if you bring a pigeon from Japan, all red, you may 
say, “This is no common pigeon,” and your argument is still 
good ; “therefore it is a pigeon.” So if you take sugared bread, 
or bread made of Indian wheat, you saying ‘‘ This is no common 
bread,” do mean it is extraordinary or unusual, but it is bread 
still, and so if it be said, “ This bread is eucharistical,” it will 
follow rightly, “ therefore this is bread.” For in this case the 
predicate is only an infinite or negative term, but the subject is 
supposed and affirmed. And this is also more apparent if the 
proposition be affirmative, and the terms be not infinite, as it is 
in the present case; ‘‘ This bread is eucharistical.” I have now, 
I suppose, cleared the words of Justin Martyr, and expounded 
them to his own sense and the truth; but his sense will further 
appear in other words which I principally rely upon in this quo- 
tation. For speaking that of the prophet Isaiah, Panis dabitur 
et, et agua ejus fidelis, he hath these words; It appears sufficiently 
“that in this prophecy he speaks of bread which our Lord Christ 
hath delivered to us to do eds dvdpynowv rod Te cwoparoTomoacbat, 
for a memorial that he is made a body for them that believe in 
him, for whose sake he was made passible; and of the cup which 
for the recordation of his blood he delivered to them to do, that 
is, give thanks, or celebrate the eucharist.” These are the words 
of Justin; Where, 1, according to the first simplicity of the pri- 
mitive church, he treats of this mystery according to the style 
of the evangelists and S. Paul, and indeed of our blessed Lord 
himself, commanding all this whole mystery to be done in me- 
mory of him. 2. If 8. Justin had meant any thing of the new 
fabric of this mystery, he must have said’, Xpuords mapéSoxev Tov 
aprov coparonombevra, the bread made his body; though this 
also would not have done their work for them; but when he says 
he gave the bread only for the remembrance of his being made 
a body, the bread must needs be the sign, figure, and represent- 
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ation of that body. 3%. Still he calls it bread even then when 
Christ gave it; still it is wine when the eucharist is made, when 
the faithful have given thanks; and if it be bread still, we also 
grant it to be Christ’s body, and then there is a figure and the 
things figured, the one visible and the other invisible; and this 
is it which I affirmed to be the sense of Justin Martyr. And it 
is more perfectly explicated by S.Gregory Nazianzent calling the 
paschal lamb a figure of a figure, of which I shall yet give an ac- 
count in this section. But to make this yet more clear, Ov yap 
@s xowdv dptov, ovde Kowor wérov tadta auBdavopner, &e. “* We 
do not receive these as common bread or common drink, but as 
by the word of God, Jesus Christ our Lord was made flesh, and 
for our salvation had flesh and blood ;” so are we taught, “ that 
that very nourishment on which by the prayers of his word thanks 
are given, by which our flesh and blood are nourished by change, 
is the flesh and blood of the incarnate Jesus.” Here S. Justin 
compares the consecration of the eucharist by prayer to the in- 
carnation of Christ, the thing with the thing, to shew it is not 
common bread, but bread made Christ’s body ; he compares not 
the manner of one with the manner of the other, (as cardinal 
Perron would fain have it believed",) for if it were so, it would 
not only destroy an article of Christian faith, but even of the 
Roman too; for if the changes were in the same manner, then 
either the man is transubstantiated into God, or else the bread 
is not transubstantiated into Christ’s body; but the first cannot 
be, because it would destroy the hypostatical union, and make 
Christ to be one nature as well as one person; but for the latter 
part of the dilemma, viz. that the bread is not transubstantiated, 
whether it be true or false it cannot be affirmed from hence; 
and therefore the cardinal labours to no purpose, and without 
consideration of what may follow. But now these words make 
very much against the Roman hypothesis, and directly prove the 
elxapioTnOeioa tpody, the consecrated bread, that is, after it is 
consecrated, to be natural nourishment of the body, and there- 
fore to be Christ’s body only spiritually and sacramentally; un- 
less it can be two substances at the same time, Christ’s body and 
bread in the natural sense, which the church of Rome at this day 
will not allow; and if it were allowed, it would follow that Christ’s 
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body should be transubstantiated into our body, and suffer the 
very worst changes which in our eating and digestion and sepa- 
ration happen to common bread. This argument relies upon 
the concurrent testimony of many of the ancient Fathers besides 
Justin Martyr, especially S. Jrenzeus*, and certainly destroys the 
whole Roman article of transubstantiation ; for if the eucharist- 
ical bread nourishes the body, then it is still the substance of 
bread: for accidents do not nourish, and quantity or quality is 
not the subject or term of nutrition; but reparation of substance 
by a substantial change of one into another. But of this enough. 

Eusebius is next alleged in the Dissuasive; but his words, 
though pregnant and full of proof against the Roman hypothesis, 
are by all the contra-scribers let alone, only one of them saysy, 
that “the place of the quotation is not rightly marked, for the 
first three chapters are not extant.” Well! but the words are ; 
and the last chapter is, which is there quoted ; and to the 10th 
chapter the printer should have more carefully attended, and not 
omit the cipher; which I suppose he would, if he had foreseen 
he should have been written against by so learned an adversary. 
But to let them agree as well as they can, the words of Eusebius, 
out of his last chapter, I translated as well as I could; the Greek 
words I have set in the margent2, that every one that understands 
may see I did him right: and indeed, to do my adversary right, 
when he goes about to change, not to mend the translation, he 
only changes the order of the words, but in nothing does he mend 
his own matter by it; for he acknowledges the main question, 
viz. that “the memory of Christ’s sacrifice is to be celebrated in 
certain signs on the table:” but then, that I may do myself right, 
and the question too; whosoever translated these words for this 
gentleman hath abused him, and made him to render éxreAety as 
if it were éxteAcioOar, and hath made riv prijunv to be governed 
by mapedn¢dres, which is so far off it, and hath no relation to it, 
and not to be governed by éxreAciv with which it is joined, and 
hath made cduaros to be governed by rv prijynv, when it hath 
a substantive of its-own, cvuBddwv, and he repeats thy prnyny 
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table by the symbols of his body and 
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and healthful blood, (as is the institute of 
the New Testament. )”’ 


3. IE. Of Transubstantiation. 415 


ence more than it is in the words of Eusebius, only because he 
would not have the reader suppose that Eusebius called the con- 
secrated elements the symbols of the body and blood. But this 
fraud was too much studied to be excusable upon the stock of 
human infirmity, or an innocent persuasion. But that I may 
satisfy the reader in this question, so far as the testimony and 
doctrine of Eusebius can extend, he hath these words fully to our 
purpose*, “ First, our Lord and Saviour, and then after him his 
priests of all nations celebrating the spiritual sacrifice according 
to the ecclesiastic laws, by the bread and the wine signify the 
mysteries of his body and healing blood.” And again; “ By the 
wine, which is the symbol of his blood, he purges the old sins of 
them who were baptized into his death, and believe in his blood.” 
Again; “He gave to his disciples the symbols of the Divine 
economy, commanding them to make the image (figure or repre- 
sentation) of his own body.” And again; “He received not the 
sacrifices of blood, nor the slaying of divers beasts instituted in 
the law of Moses, but ordained we should use bread, the symbol 
of his own body.” So far I thought fit to set down the words of 
Eusebius, to convince my adversary that Eusebius is none of 
theirs, but he is wholly ours in the doctrine of the sacrament. 

S. Macarius is cited in the Dissuasive in these wordsb: “In 
the church is offered bread and wine, the antitype of his flesh 
and blood, and they that partake of the bread that appears do 
spiritually eat the flesh of Christ.” A. L. saith c, Macarius saith 
not so, but rather the contrary, viz. “ bread and wine exhibiting 
the exemplar (or an antitype) his flesh and blood.” Now although 
I do not suppose many learned or good men will concern them- 
selves with what this little man says; yet I cannot but note—that 
they who gave him this answer may be ashamed—for here is a 
double satisfaction in this little answer: First, he puts in the 
word exhibiting of his own head, there being no such word in 
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S. Macarius in the words quoted. 2. He makes capkos to be put 
with dvrirumov, by way of apposition, expressly against the mind 
of S. Macarius, and against the very grammar of his words. And 
after all, he studies to abuse his author, and yet gets no good by 
it himself; for if it were in the words as he hath invented it, or 
somebody else for him, yet it makes against him as much, say- 
ing, “bread and wine exhibit Christ’s body ;’ which is indeed 
true, though not here said by the saint, but is directly against 
the Roman article, because it confesses that to be bread and wine 
by which Christ’s body is exhibited to us: but much more is the 
whole testimony of S. Macarius, which in the Dissuasive are 
translated exactly, as the reader may see by the Greek words 
cited in the margent. 

There now only remains the authority of 5S. Austin’, which 
this gentleman would fain snatch from the church of England, 
and assert to his own party. I cited five places out of 8. Austin, 
to the last of which but one he gives this answer ; “ that S. Aus- 
tin hath no such words in that book,” that is, in the tenth book 
against Faustus the Manichee: concerning which, I am to inform 
the gentleman a little better. These words, “that which by all 
men is called a sacrifice, is the sign of the true sacrifice,” are in 
the tenth book of S. Austin, de C.D. cap.5, and make a distinct 
quotation, and ought by the printer to have been divided by a 
column, as the other. But the following words, “in which the 
flesh of Christ after his assumption is celebrated by the sacra- 
ment of remembrance,” are in the twentieth book, cap. 21. 
against Faustus the Manicheee. All these words and divers 
others of S. Austin I knit together into a close order, like a 
continued discourse: but all of them are S. Austin’s words, as 
appears in the places set down in the margent. But this gentle- 
man cared not for what was said by S. Austin, he was as well 
pleased that a figure was false printed; but to the words he hath 
nothing to say. To the first of the other four only he makes 
this crude answer; that S. Austin “ denied not the real eating of 
Christ’s body in the eucharist, but only the eating it in that 
gross, carnal, and sensible manner, as the Capharnaites con- 
ceived.” To which I reply, that it is true, that upon occasion 
of this error 8. Austin did speak those words: and although the 


I Pag. 22. per ipsam veritatem reddebatur, “post 
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Roman error be not so gross and dull as that of the Capharnaites, 
yet it was as false, as unreasonable, and as impossible. And be 
the occasion of the words what they are or can be, yet upon this 
occasion S. Austin spake words which as well confute the Roman 
error as the Capharnaitical. For it is not only false which the 
men of Capernaum dreamt of, but the antithesis to this is that 
which S. Austin urges, and which comes home to our question, 
“T have commended to you a sacrament which being spiritually 
understood shall quicken you:” but because S. Austin was the 
most diligent expounder of this mystery among all the Fathers, 
1 will gratify my adversary, or rather indeed my unprejudicate 
readers, by giving some other very clear and unanswerable evi- 
dences of the doctrine of S. Austin, agreeing perfectly with that 
of our churchf. “ At this time, after manifest token of our 
liberty hath shined in the resurrection of our Lord Jesus Christ, 
we are not burdened with the heavy operation of signs, but some 
few instead of many, but those most easy to be done, and most 
glorious to be understood, and most pure in their observation, 
our Lord himself and the apostolical discipline hath delivered : 
such is the sacrament of baptism, and the celebration of the body 
and blood of our Lord, which when every one takes, he under- 
stands whither they may be referred, that he may give them 
veneration, not with carnal service, but with a spiritual liberty. 
For as to follow the letter, and to take the signs for the things 
signified by them, is a servile infirmity ; so, to interpret the signs 
unprofitably is an evil wandering error. But he that understands 
not what the sign signifies, but yet understandeth it to be a sign, 
is not pressed with servitude. But it is better to be pressed with 
unknown signs, so they be profitable, than by expounding them 
unprofitably to thrust our necks into the yoke of slavery, from 
which they were brought forth.” All this S. Austin spake con- 
cerning the sacramental signs, the bread and the wine in the 
eucharist ; and if by these words he does not intend to affirm, 
that they are the signs signifying Christ’s body and blood, let 
who please to undertake it make sense of them, for my part I 
cannot. 

To the same purpose are these other words of his’, “ Christ is 
in himself once immolated, and yet in the sacrament he is sacri- 
ficed not only in the solemnities of Easter, but every day witle 
the people. Neither indeed does he lie who being asked, shall 

£ De Doctr. Christ. lib. 3. c. 9. & Epist. 23. 
Ee 
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answer, that he is sacrificed: for if the sacraments have not a 
similitude of those things of which they are sacraments, they 
were altogether no sacraments; but commonly for this similitude 
they take the names of the things themselves, sicut ergo secundum 
quendam modum, &c. As therefore after a certain manner the 
sacrament of the body of Christ is the body of Christ, the sacra- 
ment of the blood of Christ is the blood of Christ, so the sacra- 
ment of faith,” viz. baptism, “is faith.’ Christ is but once 
immolated or sacrificed in himself, but every day in the sacra- 
ment; that properly, this in figure; that in substance, this in 
similitude; that naturally, this sacramentally and spiritually. 
But therefore we call this mystery @ sacrifice, as we call the sacra- 
ment Christ’s body, viz. by way of similitude, or after a certain 
manner, for upon this account the names of the things are im- 
puted to their very figures. This is S. Austin’s sense: which 
indeed he frequently so expresses. Now I desire it may be ob- 
served, that oftentimes when S. Austin, speaking of the eucharist, 
calls it the body and blood of Christ, he oftentimes adds, by way 
of explication, that he means it in the sacramental, figurative 
sense; but whenever he calls it the figure or the sacrament of 
Christ’s body, he never offers to explain that by any words, by 
which he may signify such a real or natural being of Christ’s 
body there, as the church of Rome dreams of; but he ought not, 
neither would he have given offence or umbrage to the church, 
by any such incurious and loose handling of things, if the church 
in his age had thought of it otherwise than that it was Christ’s 
body in a sacramental sense. 

Though I have remarked all that is objected by A. L., yet E. W ® 
is not satisfied with the quotation out of Gregory Nazianzeni; 
not but that he acknowledges it to be right, for he sets down the 
words in Latin ; but they conclude nothing against transubstan- 
tiation. Why so? because, though the paschal was a type of a 
type, a figure of a figure, yet “in S. Gregory’s sense Christ con- 
cealed under the species of bread may be rightly called a figure 
of its own self, more clearly hereafter to be shewed us in heaven.” 
To this pitiful answer the reply is easy. S.Gregory clearly enough 
expresses himself, that in the immolation of the passover Christ 


was figured; that in the eucharist he still is figured, there more 
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obscurely, here more clearly, but yet still but typically, or in 
figure ; nunc quidem adhuc typice; “here we are partakers of him 
typically.” Afterwards we “shall see him perfectly,” meaning in 
his Father’s kingdom. So that the saint affirms Christ to be 
received by us in the sacrament after a figurative or typical 
manner; and therefore not after a substantial, as that is op- 
posed to figurative. Now of what is this a type? of himself to be 
more clearly seen in heaven hereafter. It is very true, it is so ; 
for this whole ceremony, and figurative, ritual receiving of Christ’s 
body here, does prefigure our more excellent receiving and enjoy- 
ing him hereafter: but then it follows that the very proper sub- 
stance of Christ's body is not here; for figure or shadow and 
substance cannot be the same; to say a thing that is present 
is a figure of itself hereafter, is to be said by no man but him 
that cares not what he says. Nemo est swi wpsius imago, saith 
S. Hilary’; and yet if it were possible to be otherwise, yet it is 
a strange figure or sign of a thing, that what is invisible should 
be a sign of what is visible. Bellarmine’, being greatly put to it 
by the Fathers calling the sacrament the figure of Christ’s body, 
says, “it is in some sense a figure of Christ’s body on the cross;” 
and here E.W would affirm out of Nazianzen, that it is a figure 
of Christ’s body glorified. Now suppose both these dreamers 
say right, then this sacrament, which whether you look forwards 
or backwards is a figure of Christ’s body, cannot be that body 
of which so many ways it is a figure. So that the whole force of 
E. W’’s answer is this, that if that which is like be the same, 
then it is possible that a thing may be a sign of itself, and a man 
may be his own picture, and that which is invisible may be a sign 
to give notice to come see a thing that is visible. 

T have now expedited this topic of authority. In this question, 
amongst the many reasons I urged against transubstantiation 
(which I suppose to be unanswerable; and if I could have an- 
swered them myself, I would not have produced them) these gen- 
tlemen my adversaries are pleased to take notice but of one™; 
but by that it may be seen how they could have answered all the 
rest if they had pleased. The argument is this: Every conse- 
crated wafer (saith the church of Rome) is Christ’s body; and 
yet this wafer is not that wafer; therefore either this or that is 
not Christ’s body, or else Christ hath two natural bodies, for 
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there are two wafers. To this is answered, The multiplication 
of wafers does not multiply bodies to Christ, no more than head 
and feet infer two souls in a man, or conclude there are two Gods, 
one in heaven and the other in earth, because heaven and earth 
are more distinct than two wafers. To which I reply, that the 
soul of man is in the head and feet as in two parts of the body, 
which is one and whole, and so is but in one place, and conse- 
quently is but one soul. But if the feet were parted from the 
body by other bodies intermedial, then indeed, if there were but 
one soul in feet and head, the gentleman had spoken to the pur- 
pose. But here these wafers are two entire wafers, separate the 
one from the other; bodies intermedial put between, and that 
which is here is not there; and yet of cach of them it is affirmed 
that it is Christ’s body; that is, of two wafers, and of two thou- 
sand wafers, it is at the same time affirmed of every one that it is 
Christ’s body. Now if these wafers are substantially not the same, 
not one, but many, and yet every one of these many is substan- 
tially and properly Christ’s body, then these bodies are many, for 
they are many of whom it is said, every one distinctly and se- 
parately and in itself is Christ’s body. 2. For his comparing the 
presence of Christ in the wafer with the presence of God in 
heaven, it is spoken without common wit or sense; for does any 
man say that God is in two places, and yet be the same one 
God? Can God be in two places that cannot be in one? Can he 
be determined and numbered by places that fills all places by 
his presence? or is Christ’s body in the sacrament, as God is in 
the world, that is, repletivé, filling all things alike, spaces void 
and spaces full, and there where there is no place, where the 
measures are neither time nor place, but only the power and will 
of God, This answer, besides that it is weak and dangerous, is 
also to no purpose, unless the church of Rome will pass over to 
the Lutherans, and maintain the ubiquity of Christ’s body. Yea, 
but S.Austin says of Christ", Fvrebatur in manibus suis, &e. “he 
bore himself in his own hands:” and what then? Then though 
every wafer be Christ’s body, yet the multiplication of wafers 
does not multiply bodies; for then there would be two bodies of 
Christ, when he carried his own body in his hands. To this I 
answer, that concerning S. Austin’s mind we are already satis- 
fied ; but that which he says here is true, as he spake and in- 
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tended it; for by his own rule, the similitudes and figures of 
things are oftentimes called by the name of those things whereof 
they are similitudes: Christ bore his own body in his own hands, 
when he bore the sacrament of his body ; for of that also it is true, 
that it is truly his body in a sacramental, spiritual, and real 
manner, that is, to all intents and purposes of the holy Spirit of 
God. According to the words of S.Austin cited by P.Lombard°; 
“ We call that the body of Christ which being taken from the 
fruits of the earth, and consecrated by mystic prayer, we receive 
in memory of the Lord’s passion; which when by the hands of 
men it is brought on to that visible shape, it is not sanctified to 
become so worthy a sacrament, but by the Spirit of God working 
invisibly.” If this be good catholic doctrine, and if this confes- 
sion of this article be right, the church of England is right; but 
then when the church of Rome will not Jet us alone in this truth 
and modesty of confession, but impose what is unknown in anti- 
quity and scripture, and against common sense’ and the reason 
of all the world, she must needs be greatly in the wrong. But 
as to this question, I was here only to justify the Dissuasive: I 
suppose these gentlemen may be fully satisfied in the whole in- 
quiry, if they please to read a book I have written on this sub- 
ject entirely P, of which hitherto they are pleased to take no great 
notice. 


SECTION IV 
Of the Half-Communion. 


Wuen the French ambassador in the council of Trent, A.D. 
1561, made instance for restitution of the chalice to the laity, 
among other oppositions the cardinal S. Angelo answered, that 
“he would never give a cup full of such deadly poison to the peo- 
ple of France, instead of a medicine, and that it was better to let 
them die than to cure them with such remedies.” The ambassa- 
dor being greatly offended, replied, that “it was not fit to give 
the name of poison to the blood of Christ, and to call the holy apo- 
stles poisoners, and the Fathers of the primitive church, and of 
that which followed for many hundred years, who with much 
spiritual profit have ministered the cup of that blood to all the 
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people.” This was a great and a public, yet but a single person 
that gave so great offence. ; 

One of the greatest scandals that ever were given to Christen- 
dom was given by the council of Constance4; which having ac- 
knowledged that Christ administered this venerable sacrament 
under both kinds of bread and wine, and that in the primitive 
church this sacrament was received of the faithful under both 
kinds, yet the council not only condemns them as heretics, and 
to be punished accordingly, who say it is unlawful to observe 
the custom and law of giving it in one kind only, but under pain 
of excommunication forbids all priests to communicate the people 
under both kinds. This last thing is so shameful and so impious, 
that A.L. directly denies that there is any such thing: which if it 
be not an argument of the self-conviction of the man, and a resolu- 
tion to abide in his error, and to deceive the people even against 
his knowledge, let all the world judge; for the words of the coun- 
cil’s decree, as they are set down by Carranza’, at the end of the 
decree, are these: Item precipimus sub pena excommunicationis 
quod nullus presbyter communicet populum sub utraque specie panis et 
vint. Ineed say no more in this affair: to affirm it necessary to do 
in the sacraments what Christ did, is called heresy; and to do sois 
punished with excommunication. But we who follow Christ hope 
we shall communicate with him, and then we are well enough, espe- 
cially since the very institution of the sacrament in both kinds is a 
sufficient commandment to minister and receive it in both kinds. 
For if the church of Rome upon their supposition only, that 
Christ did barely institute confession, do therefore urge it as ne- 
cessary, it will be a strange partiality, that the confessed insti- 
tution by Christ of the two sacramental species shall not con- 
clude them as necessary as the other upon an unproved supposi- 
tion. And if the institution of the sacrament in both kinds be 
not equal to a command, then there is no command to receive the 
bread, or indeed to receive the sacrament at all: but it is a mere 
act of supererogation that the priests do it at all, and an act of 
favour and grace that they give even the bread itself to the laity. 

But besides this, it is not to be endured that the church of 
Rome only binds her subjects to observe the decree of abstaining 
from the cup jure humano, and yet they shall be bound jure divino 
to believe it to be just, and specially since the causes of so scan- 
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dalous an alteration are not set down in the decree of any coun- 
cil; and those which are set down by private doctors, besides 
that they are no record of the church, and ridiculous, weak, and 
contemptible. But as Granatensis said in the council of Trent’, 
this affair can neither be regulated by scripture nor traditions, 
(for surely it is against both,) “but by wisdom ;” wherein because 
it is necessary to proceed to cireumspection, I suppose the church 
of Rome will always be considering whether she should give the 
chalice or no; and because she will not acknowledge any reason 
sufficient to give it, she will be content to keep it away without 
reason : and which is worse, the church of Rome excommunicates 
those priests that communicate the people in both kindst ; 
but, the primitive church excommunicates them that receive but 
in one kind. It is too much that any part of the church should 
so much as in a single instance administer the holy sacrament 
otherwise than it is in the institution of Christ; there being no 
other warrant for doing the thing at all but Christ’s institution, 
and therefore no other way of learning how to do it but by the 
same institution by which all of it is done. And if there can come 
a ease of necessity, (as if there be no wine, or if a man cannot 
endure wine,) it is then a disputable matter whether it ought or 
not to be omitted; for if the necessity be of God’s making, he 
is supposed to dispense with the impossibility ; but if a man 
alters what God appointed, he makes to himself a new institu- 
tion; for which in this case there can be no necessity, nor yet 
excuse. But suppose either one or other, yet so long as it is or 
is thought a case of necessity, the thing may be hopefully excused, 
if not actually justified ; and because it can happen but seldom, 
the matter is not great: let the institution be observed always 
where it can. But then in all cases of possibility let all prepared 
Christians be invited to receive the body and blood of Christ ac- 
cording to his institution; or, if that be too much, at least let 
all them that desire it be permitted to receive it in Christ’s way : 
but that men are not suffered to do so, that they are driven from 
it, that they are called heretic for saying it is their duty to 
receive it as Christ gave it and appointed it, that they should be 
excommunicated for desiring to communicate in Christ’s blood, 
by the symbol of his blood, according to the order of him that 
gave his blood ; this is such a strange piece of Christianity, that 
it is not easy to imagine what Antichrist can do more against 
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it, unless he take it all away. I only desire those persons who 
are here concerned to weigh well the words of Christ, and the 
consequents of them: He that breaketh one of the least of my com~ 
mandments, and shall teach men so, (and what if he compel men 
so?) shall be called the least in the kingdom of God. 

To the canon last mentioned it is answered, that the canon 
speaks not of receiving the sacrament by the communicants, but 
of the consummating the sacrifice by the priest. To this I reply, 
that it is true that the canon was particularly directed to the 
priests by the title which themselves put to it; but the canon 
meddles not with the consecrating or not consecrating in one 
kind, but of “receiving ;” for that is the title of the canon. The 
priest ought “not to receive the body” of Christ without the 
blood ; and in the canon itself, Comperimus autem quod qui- 
dam sumpta corporis sacri portione, a calice sacrati cruoris 
abstineant. By which it plainly appears that the consecration 
was entire; for it was calix sacrati cruoris, “the consecrated 
chalice,” from which out of a fond superstition some priests did 
abstain; the canon therefore relates to the sumption or receiv- 
ing, not the sacrificing (as these men love to call it) or consecra- 
tion, and the sanction itself speaks indeed of the reception of the 
sacrament, but not a word of it as it is in any sense a sacrifice ; 
aut integra sacramenta percipiant, aut ab integris arceantur. So 
that the distinction of sacrament and sacrifice in this question 
will be of no use to the church of Rome. For if pope Gelasius 
(for it was his canon) knew nothing of this distinction, it is vainly 
applied to the expounding of his words; but if he did know of 
it, then he hath taken that part which is against the church of 
Rome; for of this mystery as it is a sacrament Gelasius speaks, 
which therefore must relate to the people as well as to the priest. 
And this canon is to this purpose quoted by Cassandert. And, 
2,no man is able to shew that ever Christ appointed one way 
of receiving to the priest, and another to the people. The law 
was all one, the example the same, the rule is simple and uni- 
form, and no appearance of difference in the scripture or in the 
primitive church: so that though the canon mentions only the 
priest, yet it must by the same reason mean all; there being at 
that time no difference known. 3. It is called sacrilege to divide 
one and the same mystery ; meaning, that to receive one without 
the other is to divide the body from the blood, (for the dream of 
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concomitaney was not then found out;) and therefore the title 
of the canon is thus expressed ; Corpus Christi sine ejus sanguine 
sacerdos non debet accipere ; and that the so doing, viz. by re- 
ceiving one without the other, cannot be without sacrilege. 
4. Now suppose at last that the priests only are concerned in 
this canon, yet even then also they are abundantly reproved, 
because even the priests in the church of Rome (unless they 
consecrate) communicate but in one kind. 5. It is also remark- 
able, that although in the church of Rome there is great use 
made of the distinction of its being sometime “a sacrifice,” 
sometime only “a sacrament,” as friar Ant. Mondolphus said in 
the council of Trent, yet the arguments, by which the Roman 
doctors do usually endeavour to prove the lawfulness of the half- 
communion, do destroy this distinction, viz. that of Christ’s 
ministering to the disciples at Emmaus, and S. Paul in the ship, 
in which either there is no proof or no consecration in both 
kinds, and consequently no sacrifice : for there is mention made 
only of blessing the bread, for they received that which was 
blessed ; and therefore either the consecration was imperfect or 
the reception was entire. 

To this purpose also the words of S. Ambrose are severe, and 
speak clearly of communicants without distinction of priest and 
people; which distinction though it be in this article nothing 
to the purpose, yet I observe it, to prevent such trifling cavils, 
which my adversaries put me often to fight with. His words 
are these*: “ He (viz. the apostle S. Paul) saith, that he is un- 
worthy of the Lord who otherwise celebrates the mystery than it 
was delivered by him. For he cannot be devout that presumes 
otherwise than it was given by the Author: therefore he before 
admonishes, that according to the order delivered, the mind of 
him that comes to the eucharist of our Lord be devout; for 
there is a judgment to come, that as every one comes, so he 
may render an account in the day of our Lord Jesus Christ ; 
because they who come without the discipline of the delivery, 
(or tradition,) and of conversation, are guilty of the body and 
blood of our Lord.” One of my adversaries says these words of 


x In Corinth. xi. Indignum dicet esse 
Domino qui aliter mysterium celebrat 
quam ab eo traditum est. Non enim 
potest devotus esse qui aliter presumit 
quam datum est ab authore. Ideoque 
preemonet ut secundum ordinem traditum 
devota mens sit accedentis ad eucharistiam 


Domini: quoniam futurum est judicium, 
ut quemadmodum accedit unusquisque, 
reddat causas in die Domini Jesu Christi, 
quia sine disciplina traditionis et conver- 
sationis qui accedunt rei sunt corporis et 
sanguinis Domini. 
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S. Ambrose are to be understood only of the priestY; and it ap- 
pears so by the word celebrat, not recipit ; he that “ celebrates” 
otherwise than is delivered by Christ. To this I answer, that, 
first, it is plain, and S. Ambrose so expresses his meaning to be 
of all that receive it; for so he says, “that the mind of him 
that cometh to the eucharist of our Lord ought to be devout.” 
2. It is an ignorant conceit, that S. Ambrose by celebrat means 
the priest only, because he only can celebrate. For however the 
church of Rome does now almost impropriate that word to the 
priest, yet in the primitive church it was no more than recipit 
or accedit ad eucharistiam, which appears not only by S. Ambrose 
his expounding it so here, but in 8. Cyprian, speaking to a rich 
matron, Locuples et dives dominicum celebrare te credis, et corban 
omnino non respicis? ‘Dost thou, who art rich and opulent, 
suppose that you celebrate the Lord’s supper, (or sacrifice,) who 
regardest not the poor man’s basket?” Celebrat is the word, and 
recetve aust needs be the signification; and so it is in S. Am- 
brose: and therefore I did (as I ought) translate it so. 3. It 
is yet objected that I translate aliter quam ab ¢o traditum est, 
“ otherwise than he appointed ;” whereas it should be, “ other- 
wise than it was given by him.” And this surely is a great 
matter, and the gentleman is very subtle. But if he be asked, 
whether or no Christ appointed it to be done as he did, to be 
given as he gave it? I suppose this deep and wise note of his 
will just come to nothing. But ad ¢o traditum est of itself signi- 
fies appointed ; for this he delivered, not only by his hands, but 
by his commandment of Hoc facite; that was his appointment. 
Now that all this relates to the whole institution and doctrine 
of Christ in this matter, and therefore to the duplication of the 
elements, the reception of the chalice, as well as the consecrated 
bread, appears first by the general terms, qui aliter mystervum 
celebrat, “he that celebrates otherwise than Christ delivered.” 
2. These words are a commentary upon that of 8. Paul, He that 
eats this bread, and drinks the cup of the Lord unworthily, is guilty 
of the body and blood of the Lord. Now hence S. Ambrose, argu- 
ing that all must be done as our Lord delivered, says also that 
the bread must be eaten and the cup drunk as our Lord de- 
livered; and he that does not do both does not do what our 
Lord delivered. 8. The conclusion of 8. Ambrose is full to this 
particular ; They are guilty of the body and blood of Christ who 
y A. L. p. 4. z Serm. 1. de Eleemos. 
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came without the discipline of the delivery and of conversation ; 
that is, they who receive without due preparation, and not after 
the manner it was delivered, that is, under the differing symbols 
of bread and wine. To which we may add that observation of 
Cassander@, and of Vossius ; that the apostles represented the 
persons of all the faithful, and Christ saying to them, Take, and 
eat, he also said, Drink ye all of this; he said not, Hat ye all of 
this; and therefore if by virtue of these words, Drink ye all of 
this, the laity be not commanded to drink, it can never be proved 
that the laity are commanded to eat: omnes is added to bibite, 
but it is not expressly added to accipite et comedite, and there- 
fore Paschasius Radbertus>, who lived about eight hundred and 
twenty years after Christ’s incarnation, so expounds the precept 
without any hesitation, Bibite ex hoc omnes, t.¢. tam ministri 
quam reliqui credentes, “Drink ye alt of this, as well they that 
minister, as the rest of the believers.” And no wonder, since 
for their so doing they have the example and institution of 
Christ; by which, as by an irrefragable and undeniable argument, 
the ancient Fathers used to reprove and condemn all usages 
which were not according to it. For, saith S. Cyprianc, “ if 
men ought not to break the least of Christ's commandments, 
how much less those great ones which belong to the sacrament 
of our Lord’s passion and redemption, or to change it into any 
thing but that which was appointed by him!” Now this was 
spoken against those who refused the hallowed wine, but took 
water instead of it; and it is of equal force against them that 
give to the laity no cup at all; but whatever the instance was 
or could be, 8S. Cyprian reproves it upon the only account of 
prevaricating Christ’s institution. The whole epistle is worth 
reading for a full satisfaction to all wise and sober Christians. 
Ab eo quod Christus magister et precepit et gessit humana et novella 
institutione decedere, “ by a new and human institution to depart 
from what Christ our Master commanded and did,” that the 
bishops would not do, tamen quoniam quidam, &c., because there 
are some who simply and ignorantly in calice Dominico sanctifi- 
cando et plebi ministrando non hoc faciunt quod Jesus Christus 
Dominus et Deus noster sacrificui hujus author et doctor fecit et 
docuit, &c. “in sanctifying the cup of the Lord, and giving it to 
the people, do not do what Jesus Christ did and taught,” viz. they 


@ Disp. 5. de sacra Coena. » Lib. de Corp. et Sang. Domini, c. 15. ¢ Ep. 63. 
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did not give the cup of wine to the people ; therefore S. Cyprian 
calls them to return ad radicem et originem traditionis Dominice, 
“to the root and original of the Lord’s delivery.” Now besides 
that S. Cyprian plainly says, that when the chalice was sanctified, 
it was also ministered to the people; I desire it be considered 
whether or no these words do not plainly reprove the Roman 
doctrine and practice, in not giving the consecrated chalice to 
the people. Do they not recede from the root and original of 
Christ’s institution? Do they do what Christ did? Do they 
teach what Christ taught? Is not their practice quite another 
thing than it was at first? Did not the ancient church do other- 
wise than these men do? and thought themselves obliged to do 
otherwise? They urged the doctrine and example of our Lord, 
and the whole economy of the mystery was their warrant and 
their reason; for they always believed that a peculiar grace and 
virtue was signified by the symbol of wine; and it was evident 
that the chalice was an excellent representment and memorial 
of the effusion of Christ’s blood for us; and the joining both the 
symbols signifies the entire refection and nourishment of our 
souls, bread and drink being the natural provisions; and they 
design and signify our redemption more perfectly, the body 
being given for our bodies, and the blood for the cleansing our 
souls, the life of every animal being in the blood; and finally, 
this in the integrity signifies and represents Christ to have taken 
body and soul for our redemption. For these reasons the “ church 
of God always in all her public communions gave the chalice to 
the people for above a thousand years.” This was all I would 
have remarked in this so evident a matter, but that I observed, 
in a short spiteful passage of E.W page 44, a notorious untruth 
spoken with ill intent concerning the holy communion as under- 
stood by protestants. The words are these; “ Seeing the fruit 
of protestant communion is only to stir up faith in the receiver, 
I can find no reason why their bit of bread only may not as well 
work that effect, as to taste of their wine with it.” To these 
words, 1. I say, that although stirring up faith is one of the 
Divine benefits and blessings of the holy communion, yet it is 
falsely said, that the fruit of the protestant communion is only 
to stir up faith: for in the Catechism of the church of England 
it is affirmed, that “the body and blood of Christ are verily and 
indeed taken and received of the faithful in the Lord’s supper ; 
and that our souls are strengthened and refreshed by the body 
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and blood. of Christ, as our bodies are by the bread and wine,” 
and that of stirring up our faith is not at all mentioned: so ig- 
norant, so deceitful, or deceived, is E. W in the doctrine of the 
church of England. But then as for his foolish sarcasm, calling 
the hallowed element “a bit of bread;” which he does in scorn; 
he might have considered, that if we had a mind to find fault 
whenever his church gives us cause, that the papists’ wafer is 
scarce so much as “a bit of bread ;” it is more like marchpane 
than common bread; and besides that (as Salmeron acknow- 
ledges‘) anciently, olim ex pane uno sua cuique particula frangi 
consueverat, that which we in our church do was the custom of 
the church, out of a great loaf to give particles to every com- 
municant, by which the communication of Christ’s body to all 
the members is better represented, and that Durandus, affirming 
the same thing, says that the Grecians continue it to this daye ; 
besides this, I] say, the author of the Roman order, says Cas- 
sander‘, took it very ill, that the loaves of bread offered in cer- 
tain churches for the use of the sacrifice should be brought from 
the form of true bread to so slight and slender a form, which he 
calls minutias nummulariarum oblatarum, “scraps of little pen- 
nies or pieces of money,” and not worthy to be called bread, 
being such which no nation ever used at their meals for bread. 
But this is one of the innovations which they have introduced 
into the religious rites of Christianity, and it is little noted, they 
having so many greater changes to answer for. 

But it seems this section was too hot for them; they loved 
not much to meddle with it ; and therefore I shall add no more 
fuel to their displeasure, but desire the reader, who would fully 
understand what is fit to be said in this question, to read it in a 
book of mine which I called Ductor Dubitantiums’, or the Cases 
of Conscience ; only I must needs observe, that it is an unspeak- 
able comfort to all protestants when so manifestly they have 
Christ on their side in this question against the church of Rome. 
To which I only add, that for above seven hundred years after 
Christ it was esteemed sacrilege in the church of Rome to ab- 
stain from the cup, and that in the Ordo Romanus the communion 
is always described with the cup: how it is since, and how it 
comes to be so, is too plain. But it seems the church hath 
power to dispense in this affair, because S. Paul said, that the 


4 Salmer. in 2 Cor. x. disp. 17. p. 138. f Cassand. Liturg. c. 27. sect. Et cum 
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ministers of Christ are dispensers of the mysteries of God : as was 
learnedly urged in the council of Trent in the doctrine about 


this question. 
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SECTION V 
Of the Scriptures and Service in an unknown Tongue. 

Tux question being still upon the novelty of the Roman doc- 
trines and practices, Iam to make it good that the present 
article and practice of Rome is contrary to the doctrine and 
practice of the primitive church. To this purpose I alleged 
S. Basil in his sermon or book De variis Scripture Locis: but, 
say my adversaries, “there is no such book!.” Well! was 
there such a man as S. Basil? If so, we are well enough; and 
let these gentlemen be pleased to look into his works printed at 
Paris, 1547, by Carola Guillard, and in the 130th page they 
shall see this book, sermon, or homily, ¢n aliquot scripture locis, 
at the beginning of which he hath an exhortation in the words 
placed in the margenti; there we shall find the lost sheep: the 
beginning of it is an exhortation to the people, congregated to 
“get profit and edification by the scriptures read at morning 
prayer, the monitions in the Psalms, the precepts of the Pro- 
verbs; search ye the beauty of the history and the examples, 
and add to these the precepts of the apostles. But in all things 
join the words of the Gospel, as the crown and perfection, that 
receiving profit from them all, ye may at length turn to that to 
which every one is sweetly affected, and for the doing of which 
he hath received the grace of the Holy Spirit.” 

Now this difficulty being over, all that remains for my own 
justification is, that I make it appear that S. Chrysostom, S. Am- 
brose, S. Austin, Aquinas, and Lyra, do respectively exhort to 
the study of the scriptures, exhorting even the laity to do so, 
and testify the custom of the ancient church in praying in a 
known tongue, and commending this as most useful, and con- 
demning the contrary as being useless and without edification. 
I shall in order set down the doctrine they deliver in their own 
words, and then the impertinent cavils of the adversaries will of 
themselves come to nothing. 


h E,W. p. 45. and A. L. p. 25. 

i Recordemini queso ex his spirituali- 
bus sermonibus qui lecti sunt medicine. 
Reminiscamini earum que sunt in psal- 
mis monitionum; proverbialia preecepta, 
historiz pulchritudinem, exemplaque in- 
vestigate. His addite apostolica mandata. 


In omnibus vero tanquam coronida, per- 
fectionemque verba evangelica conjungite, 
ut ex omnibus utilitatem capientes, ad id 
demum convertatis et revertamini ad quod 
quisque jucunde est affectus, et ad quod 
obeundum gratiam a Spiritu Sancto ac- 
cepit, 
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S. Chrysostom , commenting upon 8. Paul’s words concerning 
preaching and praying for edification, and so as to be under- 
stood, coming to those words of S. Paul, Jf I pray with my 
tonque, my spirit prayeth, but my mind is without fruit, “you 
see,” saith he, “ how a little extolling prayer he shews, that he 
who is such a one” (viz. as the apostle there describes) “‘is not 
only unprofitable to others, but also to himself, since his mind is 
without fruit.” Now if a man praying what he understands not, 
does not, cannot profit himself; how can he that stands by, 
who understands no more, be profited by that which does him 
that speaks no good? For God understands though he does 
not, and yet he that so prays reaps no benefit to himself, and 
therefore neither can any man that understands no more. The 
affirmation is plain, and the reason cogent. To the same pur- 
pose are the words of S. Chrysostom, which A. L. himself quotes 
out of him!. “If one speaks in only the Persian tongue, or 
some other strange tongue, but knows not what he saith, cer- 
tainly he will be a barbarian even to himself, and not to another 
only, because he knows not the force of the words.” This is no 
more than what S. Paul said before him™; but they all say, 
that he who hears and understands not, whether it be the 
speaker or the scholar, is but a barbarian. Thus also 8S. Am- 
brose, in his Commentary upon the words of S. Paul": “The 
apostle says, It is better to speak a few words that are open or 
understood, that all may understand, than to have a long oration 
in obscurity :”’ that is his sense for reading and preaching. Now 
for prayer he adds, ‘‘ The unskilful man, hearing what he under- 
stands not, knows not when the prayer ends, and answers not 
Amen,” that is, So be it, or It is true, “that the blessing may be 
established.” And a little after ; “If ye meet together to edify 
the church, those things ought to be said which the hearers 
may understand. For what profit is it to speak with a tongue, 
when he that hears is not profited? Therefore he ought to hold 
his peace in the church, that they who can profit the hearers 
may speak.” §. Austin® compares singing in the church with- 


k 35. Homil. in 1 Cor. xiv. chap. 

1 Pag. 25. m In 1 Cor. xiv. 

» Utilius dicit (apostolus) paucis ver- 
bis in apertione sermonis loqui, quod 
omnes intelligant, quam prolixam oratio- 
nem habere in obscuro. Imperitus enim 
audiens quod non intelligit, nescit finem 
orationis, et non respondet Amen, id est, 
verum, ut confirmetur benedictio. Et in 
hee verba, Nam tu quidem bene gratias 


agis ; de eo dicit qui cognita sibi loquitur 
quia scit quid dicit, (sed alius non edifi- 
catur,) si utique ad ecclesiam edificandam 
convenitis, ea debent dici que intelligant 
audientes. Nam quid prodest ut lingua 
loquatur quam solus scit, ut qui audit, 
nihil proficiat. Ideo tacere debet in ec- 
clesia, ut ii loquantur qui prosunt audi- 
entibus. 

o S. August. in 2, Comment. in Ps. 
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out understanding to “the chattering of parrots and magpies, 
crows and jackdaws. But to sing with understanding is by the 
will of God given to man. And we who sing the Divine praises 
in the church must remember that it is written, Blessed is the 
people that understands singing of praises. Therefore, most beloved, 
what with a joined voice we have sung, we must understand and 
discern with a serene heart.” To the same purpose are the 
words of Lyra and Aquinas?, which I shall not trouble the reader 
withal here, but have set them down in the margent, that the 
strange confidence of these Romanists, outfacing notorious and 
evident words, may be made, if possible, yet more conspicuous. 
In pursuance of this doctrine of S. Paul and the Fathers, the 
primitive Christians, in their several ages and countries, were 
careful that the Bible should be translated into all languages 
where Christianity was planted. That the Bibles were in Greek 
is notorious; and that they were used among the people, S. Chry- 
sostom, Homil. 1. in Joh. viii, is witness that it was so, or that 
it ought to be so. For he exhorts, Vacemus ergo scripturis 
dilectissimi, &c.; ‘ Let us set time apart to be conversant in the 
scripture, at least in the Gospels; let us frequently handle them, 
to imprint them in our minds; which because the Jews neglected, 
they were commanded to have their books in their hands; but 
let us not have them in our hands, but in our houses and in our 
hearts.” By which words we may easily understand that all the 
churches of the Greek communion had the Bible in their vulgar 
tongue, and were called upon to use them as Christians ought 
to do, that is, to imprint them in their hearts. And speaking of 


xviii. Deprecati Dominum ut ab occultis p Tho. Aquin. in 1 Cor. xiv. Ille qui 


nostris mundet nos, et ab alienis parcat 
-servis suis, quid hoc sit intelligere debe- 
mus, ut humana ratione non quasi avium 
voce cantemus. Nam et meruli, et psit- 
taci, et corvi, et pice, et hujusmodi volu- 
cres sepe ab hominibus docentur sonare 
quod nesciunt. Scienter autem cantare 
non avi sed homini divina voluntate con- 
cessum est. Et paulo post. Nos autem 
qui in ecclesia divina eloquia cantare didi- 
cimus simul etiam instare debemus esse 
quod scriptum est, Beatus populus gui in- 
telligit jubilationem: proinde charissimi 
quod consona voce cantavimus, sereno 
etiam corde nosse ac videre debemus. 


intelligit reficitur, et quantum ad intellec- 
tum et quantum ad affectum ; sed mens 
ejus qui non intelligit, est sine fructu re- 
fectionis. And again; Quantum ad fruc- 
tum devotionis spiritualis privatur qui non 
attendit ad ea que orat, seu non intelligit. 
Lyra: Ceeterum hic consequenter idem 
ostendit in oratione publica, quia si popu- 
lus intelligat orationem seu benedictionem 
sacerdotis, melius reducitur in Deum et 
devotius Amen. And again; Propter quod 
in ecclesia primitiva benedictiones et cx- 
tera omnia lege communia* fiebant in 
vulgari. 


* For of common things, that is, things in public, the Dissuasive speaks, common 


prayers, common preachings, common eucharists and thanksgivings, common bDless- 
ings. All these and all other public and common things being used in the vulgar 
tongue in the primitive; communia and omnia are equivalent, but communia is 
Lyra’s word. 
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S.John and his Gospel1, he says, that the Syrians, Indians, 
Persians, and Ethiopians, and infinite other nations, els riv at- 
TOY peTaBaddovTes yASTTaY Ta TEpl To¥TOU Séypara eicaybévra éuadov 
dvOpwror BdpBapor prrooopeiv—“ they grew wise by translating 
his (S. John’s) doctrines into their several languages.” But it is 
more that 8. Austin says: “The Divine scripture, by which help 
is supplied to so great diseases, proceeded from one language, 
which opportunely might be carried over the whole world, that 
being by the various tongues of interpreters scattered far and 
wide, it might be made known to the nations for their salvation.” 
And Theodoret speaks yet more plainly: “ We have manifestly 
shewn to you the inexhausted strength of the apostolic and pro- 
phetic doctrine ; for the universal face of the earth, whatsoever 
is under the sun, is now full of those words. For the Hebrew 
books are not only translated into the Greek idiom, but into the 
Roman tongue, the Egyptian, Persian, Indian, Armenian, Scy- 
thian, Sauromatic languages, and, that I may speak once for all, 
into all tongues which at this day the nations use.” Ly these 
authorities of these Fathers we may plainly see how different the 
Roman doctrine and practice is from the sentiment and usages 
of the primitive church, and with what false confidence the Roman 
adversaries deny so evident truth, having no other way to make 
their doctrine seem tolerable, but by outfacing the known sayings 
of so many excellent persons; and especially of S. Paul, who 
could not speak his mind in apt and intelligible words, if he did 
not in his Epistle to the Corinthians exhort the church to pray 
and prophesy so as to be understood by the catechumens and by 
all the peoples; that is, to do otherwise than they do in the 
Roman church. Christianity is a simple, wise, intelligible, and 
easy religion ; and yet if a man will resolve against any proposi- 
tion, he may wrangle himself into a puzzle, and make himself not 


q Homil. 1. in viii. Johan. Videat lec- 
tor. 8. Basil. in Assert. in 278. Resp. in 
Regul. Brevior. et Cassiodore. 

t De Doctrin. Christiana, lib. 2. ¢. 5. 
Ex quo factum est, ut etiam scriptura 
divina, qua tantis morbis humanarum vo- 
luntatum subvenitur, ab una lingua pro- 
fecta, que opportune potuit per orbem 
terrarum disseminari, per varias interpre- 
tum linguas longe lateque diffusa inne- 
tescerct gentibus ad salutem. Theodoret. 
lib. s. de curand. Grace. affect. Nos 
autem verbis apostolicee propheticaque 
doctrine inexhaustum robur manifeste 
ostendimus. Universa enim facies terre 


quantacunque soli subjicitur, ejusmodi 
verborum plena jam est. Hebreei vero 
libri non modo in Greecum idioma con- 
versi sunt, sed in Romanam quoque 
linguam, Augyptiam, Persicam, Indicam, 
Armenicamque et Scythicam, atque adeo 
Sauromaticam, semelque ut dicam in lin- 
guas omnes quilus ad hunc diem nationes 
utuntur. 

S$ Quamvis per se bonum sit ut officia 
divina celebrentur ea lingua quam plebs 
intelligat, id enim per se confert ad eedi- 
ficationem, ut bene probat hic locus. 
Estius in 1 Ep. Corin, cap. xiv. 


rf 


434 A Dissuasive from Popery. PART Il. B. Il. 


to understand it so, though it be never so plain. What is plainer 
than the testimony of their own Cajetan*, “ that it were more 
for the edification of the church that the prayers were in the 
vulgar tongue?” He says no more than S. Paul says; and he 
could not speak it plainer. And indeed no man of sense can deny 
it, unless he affirms at the same time that it is better to speak 
what we understand not, than what we do; or that it were 
better to serve God without that noble faculty than with it; that 
is, that the way of a parrot and a jackdaw were better than the 
way of a man; and that in the service of God the priests and the 
people are to differ as a man and a bird. 

But besides all this, was not Latin itself, when it was first 
used in Divine service, the common tongue, and generally under- 
stood by many nations and very many colonies? and if it was 
then the use of the church to pray with the understanding, why 
shall it not be so now? However, that it was so then, and is not 
so now, demonstrates that the church of Rome hath in this 
material point greatly innovated. Let but the Roman pontifical 
be consulted, and there will be yet found a form of ordination of 
readers, in which it is said that they must. study to read distinctly 
and plainly, that the people may understand": but now it seems 
that labour is saved. And when a notorious change was made 
in this affair we can tell by calling to mind the following story. 
The Moravians did say mass in the Slavonian tongue; for which 
pope John the Eighth severely reproved them, and commanded 
them to do so no more; but being better informed, he wrote a 
letter to their prince Sfentoputero, in which he affirms, that it is 
not contrary to faith and sound doctrine to say mass and other 
prayers in the Slavonian tongue, and adds this reason; because 
he that made Hebrew, Greek, and Latin, hath made the others 
also for his glory: and this also he confirms with the authority 
of S. Paul’s First Epistle to the Corinthians, and some other 
scriptures; only he commanded, for the decorum of the business, 
the Gospel should first be said in Latin and then in the Slavonian 
tongue. But just two hundred years after this the tables were 
turned, and though formerly these things were permitted, yet so 
were many things in the primitive church; but, upon better 
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examination, they have been corrected. And therefore pope 
Gregory the Seventh wrote to Vratislaus of Bohemia, that he 
could not permit the celebration of the Divine offices in the 
Slavonian tongue; and he commanded the prince to oppose the 
people herein with all his forces. Here the world was strangely 
altered ; and yet S. Paul’s Epistle was not condemned of heresy, 
and no council had decreed that all vulgar languages were pro- 
fane; and no reason can yet be imagined why the change was 
made, unless it were to separate the priest from the people by a 
wall of Latin, and to nurse stupendous ignorance in them, by not 
permitting to them learning enough to understand their public 
prayers, in which every man was greatly concerned. Neither 
may this be called a slight matter; for besides that Gregory the 
Seventh thought it so considerable, that it was a just cause of a 
war or persecution ; (for he commanded the prince of Bohemia 
to oppose the people in it with all his forces ;) besides this, I say, 
to pray to God with the understanding is much better than pray- 
ing with the tongue; that alone can be a good prayer, this alone 
can never; and then the loss of all those advantages which are 
in prayers truly understood, the excellency of devotion, the pas- 
sion of desires, the ascent of the mind to God, the adherence to 
and acts of confidence in him, the intellectual conversation with 
God, most agreeable to a rational being, the melting affections, 
the pulses of the heart to and from God, to and from ourselves, 
the promoting and exercising of our hopes; all these, and very 
many more, (which can never be entire but in the prayers and 
devotions of the heart, and can never be in any degree but in 
the same in which the prayers are acts of love and wisdom, of 
the will and the understanding) will be lost to the greatest part 
of the catholie church, if the mouth be set open and the soul be 
gagged; so that it shall be the word of the mouth, but not the 
word of the mind. 

All these things, being added to what was said in this article 
by the Dissuasive, will more than make it clear, that in this ar- 
ticle (the consequents of which are very great) the church of 
Rome hath causelessly troubled Christendom, and innovated 
against the primitive church, and against her own ancient doc- 
trines and practices, and even against the apostle: but they care 
for none of these things. Some of their own bigots profess the 
thing in the very worst of all these expressions ; for so Reynolds 
and Gifford, in their Calvino-Turcismus, complain that such hor- 
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rid and stupendous evils have followed the translation of ecrip- 
tures into vulgar languages, that they are of force enough ad istas 
translationes penitus supprimendas, etiamsi Divina vel apostolica 
authoritate niterentur : “although they did rely upon the author- 
ity apostolical or Divine, yet they ought to be taken away.” So 
that it is to no purpose to urge scripture, or any argument in 
the world, against the Roman church in this article ; for if God 
himself command it to be translated, yet it is not sufficient; and 
therefore these men must be left to their own way of understand- 
ing, for beyond the law of God we have no argument. I will only 
remind them, that it is a curse which God threatens to his rebel- 
lious people, I will speak to this people with men of another tongue, 
and by strange lips, and they shall not understand’. 'This is the 
curse which the church of Rome contends earnestly for in behalf 
of their people. 


SECTION VI. 
Of the Worship of Images. 


Tuar society of Christians will not easily be reformed that 
think themselves obliged to dispute for the worship of images, 
the prohibition of which was so great a part of the Mosaic re- 
ligion, and is so infinitely against the nature and spirituality of 
the Christian ; a thing which every understanding can see con- 
demned in the Decalogue, and no man can excuse, but witty 
persons that can be bound by no words, which they can inter- 
pret to a sense contradictory to the design of the common; a 
thing for the hating of and abstaining from which the Jews were 
so remarked by all the world, and by which, as by a distinctive 
cognizance, they were separated from all other nations, and which 
with perfect resclution they keep to this very day, and for the 
not observing of which they are intolerably scandalized at those 
societies of Christians, who, without any necessity in the thing, 
without any pretence of any law of God, for no good, and for no 
wise end, and not without infinite danger, at least, of idolatry, 
retain a worship and veneration to some stocks and stones. 
Such men as these are too hard for all laws and for all argu- 
ments ; so certain it is, that faith is an obedience of the will in 
a conviction of the understanding ; that if in the will and inter- 
ests of men there be a perverseness and a non-compliance, and 
that it is not bent by prudent and wise flexures and obedience 
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to God, and the plain words of God in scripture, nothing can 
ever prevail, neither David, nor his sling, nor all the worthies of 
his army. 

In this question I have said enough in the Dissuasive, and also 
in the Ductor Dubitantium ; but to the arguments and fulness 
of the persuasion they neither have nor can they say any thing 
that is material; but according to their usual method, like flies, 
they search up and down, and light upon any place which they 
suppose to be sore, or would make their proselytes believe so. 
IT shall therefore first vindicate those few quotations which the 
epistles of his brethren except against, (for there are many, and 
those most pregnant, which they take no notice of,) as bearing 
in them too clear a conviction. 2 I shall answer such testi- 
monies which some of them steal out of Bellarmine, and which 
they esteem as absolutely their best. And, 3,1 shall add some- 
thing in confirmation of that truth of God, which I here have 
undertaken to defend. 

First, for the questioned quotations against the worship of 
images, S. Cyril was named in the Dissuasive as denying that 
the Christians did give veneration and worship to the image 
even of the cross itself, but no words of S. Cyril were quoted ; 
for the denial is not in express words, but in plain and direct 
argument: for being by Julian charged with worshipping the 
cross, S. Cyril in behalf of the Christians takes notice of their 
using the cross in a religious memory of all good things, to which 
by the cross of Christ we are engaged, that is, he owns all that 
they did, and therefore taking no notice of any thing of worship, 
and making no answer to that part of the objection, it is certain 
that the Christians did not do it, or that he could not justify 
them in so doing. But because I quoted no words of S. Cyril, I 
now shall take notice of some words of his, which do most abun- 
dantly clear this particular by a general rule* : “ Only the Divine 
nature is capable of adoration, and the scripture hath given ado- 
ration to no nature but to that of God alone ;” that, and that 
alone, ought to be worshipped. But to give yet a little more 
light to this particular, it may be noted that before S. Cyril’s 
time this had been objected by the pagansy, particularly by Ca- 
cilius, to which Minutius answers by directly denying it, and say- 
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ing, that the pagans did rather worship crosses, that is, the wooden 
parts of their gods. The Christians indeed were by Tertullian 
called veligiosi crucis, because they had it in thankful use and 
memory, and used it frequently in a symbolical confession of their 
not being ashamed, but of their glorying in the real cross of 
Christ: but they never worshipped the material Cross, OF the 
figure of it, as appears by S. Cyril’s owning all the objections, 
excepting this only, of which he neither confessed the fact, nor 
offered any justification of it when it was objected, but professed 
a doctrine with which such practice was inconsistent. And the 
like is to be said of some other of the Fathers, who speak with 
great affections and veneration of the cross, meaning to exalt 
the passion of Christ, and in the sense of S. Paul to glory in the 
cross of Christ ; not meaning the material cross, much less the 
image of it, which we blame in the church of Rome: and this 
very sense we have expressed in S, Ambrose? ; Sapiens Helena 
egit, que crucem in capite regu levavit, ut Christi crux in regibus 
adoretur ; ‘The figure of the material cross was by Helena placed 
upon the heads of kings, that the cross of Christ in kings might 
be adored.” How so? He answers, Non insolentia ista sed pietas 
est cum defertur sacre redemptioni. “It is to the holy redemption, 
not to the cross materially taken; this were insolent, but the 
other is piety.” In the same manner also S. Chrysostom is by 
the Roman doctors, and particularly by Gretser and E.W.*, urged 
for the worshipping Christ’s cross. But the book de Cruce e¢ La- 
trone, whence the words are cited, Gretser and Possevine suspect 
it to be a spurious issue of some unknown person: it wants a 
father; and sometimes it goes to S. Austin, and is crowded 
into his sermons de tempore>. But I shall not trouble my dis- 
course any further with such counterfeit ware. What S. Chry- 
sostom’s doctrine was in the matter of images is plain enough in 
his indubitate works, as is and shall be remarked in their several 
places. 

The famous testimony of Epiphanius against the very use of 
images in churches, being urged in the Dissuasive as an irre- 
fragable argument that the Roman doctrine is not primitive or 
catholic, the contra-scribers say nothing, but that “ when S. Hie- 
rom translated that Hpistle of 8S. epiphanius, it appears not that 
this story was in that Epistle that S. Hierom translated ; which 
is a great argument that that story was foisted into that Epistle 
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after S. Hierom’s time®.” <A likely matter! but spoken upon 
slight grounds. “It appears not,” saith the objector, “that this 
story was in it then.” To whom does it not appear? To Bellar- 
mine indeed it, did not, nor to this objector who writes after him. 
Alan Cope denied that Epiphanius ever wrote any such epistle 
at all, or that S. Hierom ever translated any such; but Bellar- 
mine, being ashamed of such unreasonable boldness, found out 
this more gentle answer, which here we have from our objector. 
Well! but now the case is thus; that “this story was put into 
the epistle by some iconoclast is vehemently suspected by Bel- 
larmine and Baronius.” But this epistle vehemently burns their 
fingers, and the live coal sticks close to them, and they can never 
shake it off. For, 1, who should add this story to this epistle ? 
Not any of the reformed doctors; for before Luther’s time many 
ages this epistle with this story was known, and confessed, and 
quoted, in the manuscript copies of divers nations. 2. This epistle 
was quoted and set down as now it is, with this story, by Charles 
the Great, above 800 years ago. 3. And a little after by the 
Fathers in the council of Paris; only they call the author John, 
bishop of Constantinople, instead of Jerusalem. 4. Sirmondus 
the Jesuit cites this epistle as the genuine work of Epiphanius4. 
5. Marianus Victor, and Dionysius Petavius, a Jesuit of great 
and deserved fame for learning, in their editions of Epiphanius, 
have published this whole epistle; and have made no note, given 
no censure upon this story. 6. Before them Thomas Waldensis¢, 
and since him Alphonsus a Castro acknowledge this whole epistle 
as the proper issue of Epiphanius. ‘7. Who can be supposed to 
have put in this story? The iconoclasts? Not the Greeks, because 
if they had, they would have made use of it for their advantage, 
which they never did in any of their disputations against images ; 
insomuch that Bellarmine makes advantage of it, because they 
never objected it. Not the Latins that wrote against images ; 
for though they were against the worship of images, yet they 
were not iconoclasts: indeed Claudius Taurinensis was; but he 
could not put this story in, for before his time it was in, as ap- 
pears in the book of Charles the Great before quoted. These 
things put together are more than sufficient to prove that this 
story was written by Epiphanius, and the whole epistle was trans- 
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lated by S. Hierom, as himself testifiess. But after all this, if 
there was any foul play in this whole affair, the cozenage lies on 
the other side; for some or other have destroyed the Greek 
original of Epiphanius, and only the Latin copies remain ; and 
in all of them of Epiphanius’s works this story still remains. But 
how the Greek came to be lost, though it be uncertain, yet we 
have great cause to suspect the Greeks to be the authors of the 
loss: and the cause of this suspicion is the command made by 
the bishops in the seventh councilb, that all writings against 
images should be brought in to the bishop of Constantinople, 
there to be laid up with the books of other heretics. It is most 
likely here it might go away: but, however, the good providence 
of God hath kept this record, to reprove the follies of the Roman 
church in this particular. 

The authority of S. Austin’, reprehending the worship of images, 
was urged from several places of his writings cited in the mar- 
gentk. In his first book de Moribus Ecclesie, he hath these 
words which I have now set down in the margent; in which, 
describing among other things the difference between superstition 
and true religion, he presses it on to issue ; “ Tell not me of the 
professors of the Christian name. Follow not the troops of the 
unskilful, who in true religion itself either are superstitious, or 
so given to lusts, that they have forgotten what they have pro- 
mised to God. I know that there are many worshippers of se- 
pulchres and pictures; I know that there are many who live 
luxuriously over (the graves of) the dead.” That S. Austin 
reckons these that are worshippers of pictures among the super- 
stitious and the vicious is plain, and forbids us to follow such 
superstitious persons. But see what follows!; “ But how vain, 
how hurtful, how sacrilegious they are, I have purposed to shew 
in another volume.” Then addressing himself to the Manichees, 
who upon the occasion of these evil and superstitious practices 
of some catholics did reproach the catholic church, he says, 
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quotidie tanquam malos filios corrigere 
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“ Now I admonish you that at length you will give over the re- 
proaching the catholic church, by reproaching the manners of 
these men,” (viz. worshippers of pictures and sepulchres, and 
livers riotously over the dead,) “whom she herself condemns, 
and whom as evil sons she endeavours to correct.” By these 
words now cited, it appears plainly that S. Austin affirms that 
those few Christians who in his time did worship pictures were 
not only superstitious, but condemned by the church. This the 
Letter Writer denies 8. Austin to have said; but that he did 
say so, we have his own words for witness. “Yea, but, 2, S. Aus- 
tin did not speak of worshippers of pictures alone.” What then? 
Neither did he of them alone say they were superstitious, and 
their actions vain, hurtful, and sacrilegious. But does it follow 
that therefore he does not say so at all of these, because he says 
it of the others too? But, 3, “ neither doth he formally call them 
superstitious.” I know not what this offer of an answer means; 
certain it is, when S. Austin had complained that many Christians 
were superstitious, his first instance is of them that worship pic- 
tures and graves. But I perceive this gentleman found himself 
pinched beyond remedy, and like a man fastened by his thumbs 
at the whipping-post, he wries his back and shrinks from the blow, 
though he knows he cannot get loose. 

In the margent of the Dissuasive there were two other testi- 
monies of S. Austin pointed at™; but the Letter says", “ that 
in these S. Austin hath not a word to any such purpose:” that 
is now to be tried. The purpose for which they were brought 
is to reprove the doctrine and practice of the church of Rome in 
the matter of images: it was not intended that all these places 
should all speak or prove the same particular; but that which 
was affirmed in the text being sufficiently verificd by the first 
quotation in the margent, the other two are fully pertinent to 
the main inquiry, and to the condemnation of the Roman doc- 
trine, as the first was of the Roman practice. The words are 
these; “ Neither is it to be thought that God is circumscribed 
in a human shape, that they who think of him should fancy a 
right or a left side, or that because the Father is said to sit, it 
is to be supposed that he does it with bended knees, lest we fall 
into that sacrilege for which the apostle execrates them that 
change the glory of the incorruptible Ged into the similitude of a cor- 
ruptible man. Yor, for a Christian to place such an image to 
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God in the church is wickedness, but much more wicked is it to 
place it in our heart.” So S. Austin. Now this testimony had 
been more properly made use of in the next section, as more re- 
lating to the proper matter of it, as being a direct condemnation 
of the picturing of God ; but here it serves without any sensible 
error, and wherever it is, it throws a stone at them, and hits them. 
But of this more in the sequel. 

But the third testimony (however it pleases A. L. to deny it) 
does speak home to this part of the question, and condemns the 
Roman hypothesis®: the words are these; “ See that ye forget 
not the testimony of your God which he wrote, or that ye make 
shapes and images :” but it adds also, saying, Your God 1s a con- 
suming fire, and a zealous God. These words from the scripture 
Adimantus propounded ; “ Yet remember not only there, but 
also here concerning the zeal of God, he so blames the scriptures, 
that he adds that which is commanded by our Lord God in those 
books concerning the not worshipping of images; as if for no- 
thing else he reprehends that zeal of God, but only because by 
that very zeal we are forbidden to worship images. Therefore 
he would seem to favour images, which therefore they do that 
they might reconcile the goodwill of the pagans to their miser- 
able and mad sect,” meaning the sect of the Manichees, who, to 
comply with the pagans, did retain the worship of images. And 
now the three testimonies are verified; and though this was an 
unnecessary trouble to me, and I fear it may be so to my reader, 
yet the church of Rome hath got no advantage but this, that in 
S. Austin’s sense, that which Romanists do now, the Manichees 
did then ; only these did it to comply with the heathens, and 
those out of direct and mere superstition. But to clear this point 
in S. Austin’s doctrine, the reader may please to read his 19th 
book against Faustus the Manichee, cap. 18, and the 119th 
Epistle against him, chap. 12, where he affirms that the Christ- 
ians observe that which the Jews did in this, viz. that which 
was written, Hear O Israel, the Lord thy God is one God, thou 
shalt not make an idol to thee, and such like things: and in the 
latter place he affirms that the second commandment is moral, 
viz. that all of the Decalogue are so, but only the fourth. I add 
a third, as pregnant as any of the rest: for in his first book de 
Consens. Evangelistarum, speaking of some who had fallen into 
error upon occasion of the pictures of S. Peter and S. Paul, he 
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says, Sic nempe errare meruerunt qui Christum et apostolos ejus non 
im sanctis codicibus sed in pictis partetibus queesiverunt. 

The council of Eliberis is of great concern in this question, 
and does great effort to the Roman practices. E. W.P takes 
notice of it, and his best answer to it is, that it hath often been 
answered already. He says true; it hath been answered both 
often and many ways. The council was in the year 305, of nine- 
teen bishops, who in the 36th canon decreed this, Placwit pic- 
turas in ecelesiis esse non debere ; “It hath pleased us that pic- 
tures ought not to be in churches:” that is the decree: the 
reason they give is, ze guod colitur et adoratur in parictibus de- 
pingatur, “lest that which is worshipped be painted on the walls.” 
So that there are two propositions: 1. Pictures ought not to be 
in churches: 2. That which is worshipped ought not to be painted 
upon walls. E.\V 4 hath a very learned note upon this canon : 
“ Mark, first the council supposeth worship and adoration due 
to pictures, ne quod colitur et adoratur.” By which wart E. W 
confesses that pictures are the object of his adoration, and that 
the council took no care and made no provision for the honour 
of God, (who is and ought to be worshipped and adored in 
churches, ef ¢// soli scrvies,) but only were good husbands for 
the pictures, for fear, 1, they should be spoiled by the moisture 
of the walls, or, 2, defaced by the heathen: the first of these is 
Bellarmine’s, the latter is Perron’s answer; but too childish to need 
a severer consideration. But how easy had it been for them to 
have commanded that all their pictures should have been in 
frames, upon boards or cloth, as it is in many churches in Rome, 
and other places. 2%. Why should the bishops forbid pictures to 
be in churches? for fear of spoiling one kind of them. they might 
have permitted others, though not these. 3. Why should any 
man be so vain as to think, that in that age in which the Christ- 
ians were in perpetual disputes against the heathens for worship- 
ping pictures and images, they should be so curious to preserve 
their pictures, and reserve them for adoration? 4. But then to 
make pictures to be the subject of that caution, ne guod colitur 
ct adoratur, and not to suppose God and his Christ to be the sub- 
ject of it,is so unlike the religion of Christians, the piety of those 
ages, the economy of the church, and the analogy of the com- 
mandment, that it betrays a refractory and heretical spirit in 
him that shall so perversely invent an unreasonable commentary, 
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rather than yield to so pregnant and easy testimony. But some 
are wiser, and consider, that the council takes not care that pic- 
tures be not spoiled, but “that they be not in the churches ;” 
and that what is adorable “ be not there painted, and not be not 
there spoiled.” The not painting them is the utmost of their 
design, not the preserving them; for we see vast numbers of 
them every where painted on walls, and preserved well enough, 
and easily repaired upon decay; therefore this is too childish, to 
blot them out for fear they be spoiled, and not to bring them 
into churches for fear they be taken out. Agobardus, bishop of 
Lyons, above 800 years since cited this canon in a book of his 
which he wrote, de Picturis et Imaginibus, which was published 
by Papirius Massonus; and thus illustrates it ; Recte, saith he, 
ninirum ob hujusmodi evacuandam superstitionem ab orthodoxis 
patribus definitum est picturas in ecclesia fiert non debere [nec] 
guod colitur et adoratur in parietibus depingatur. Where first 
he expressly affirms these Fathers in this canon to have intended 
only rooting up this superstition, not the ridiculous preserving 
the pictures. So it was understood then. But then, 2, Ago- 
bardus reads it mec, not ne quod colitur, which reading makes 
the latter part of the canon to be part of the sanction, and no 
reason of the former decree; “ pictures must not be made in 
churches, neither ought that to be painted upon walls which is 
worshipped and adored.” This was the doctrine and sentiment 
of the wise and good men above 800 years since. By which also 
the unreasonable supposition of Baronius, that the canon is not 
genuine, is plainly confuted; this canon not being only in all 
copies of that council, but owned for such by Agobardus so 
many ages before Baronius, and so many ages after the council. 
And he is yet further reproved by cardinal Perron, who tells a 
story, that in Granada, in memory of this council, they use frames 
for pictures, and paint none upon the wall at this day. It seems 
they in Granada are taught to understand that canon according 
unto the sense of the patrons of images, and to mistake the plain 
meaning of the council. For the council did not forbid only to 
paint upon the walls, for that, according to the common reading, 
is but accidental to the decree; but the council commanded that 
no picture should be in churches. Now then let this canon be con- 
fronted with the council of Trent, sess. 25. decret. de S. S. invoe.: 
Imagines Christi, Deipare virginis, e aliorum sanctorum in templis 
presertim habendas et retinendas ; “ that the images of Christ, 
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and of the virgin mother of God, and of other saints, be had and 
kept especially in churches :” and in the world there cannot be a 
greater contradiction between two, than there is between Eliberis 
and Trent, the old and the new church: for the new church not 
only commands pictures and images to be kept in churches, but 
paints them upon walls, and neither fears thieves nor moisture. 
There are divers other little answers amongst the Roman doctors 
to this uneasy objection ; but they are only such as venture at 
the telling the secret reasons why the council so decreed; as Alan 
Cope saith, “ It was so decreed, lest the Christians should take 
them for gods; or lest the heathen should think the Christians 
worshipped them ;” so Sanders. But it matters not for what 
reason they decreed ; only if either of these say true, then Bel- 
larmine and Perron are false in their conjectures of the reason. 
But it matters not; for suppose all these reasons were con- 
centred in the decree, yet the decree itself is not observed at 
this day in the Roman church, but a doctrine and practice quite 
contrary introduced. And therefore my opinion is, that Mel- 
chior Canus answers best’, Aut nimis duras aut parum rationt 
consentaneas a consiliis provincialibus interdum editas, non est ne- 
gandum. Qualis illa non impudenter modo verum etiam impie a 
concilio Elibertino de tollendis imaginibus. By this we may see 
not only how irreverently the Roman doctors use the Fathers 
when they are not for their turns; but we may also perceive 
how the canon condemns the Roman doctrine and practice in 
the matter of images. 

The next inquiry is concerning matter of history, relating to 
the second synod of Nice in the east, and that of Francfurt in 
the west. In the Dissuasive it was said, that Eginardus, Hinc- 
marus, Aventinus, &c. affirmed, 1. That the bishops assembled 
at Francfurt, and condemned the synod of Nice. 2.'That they 
commanded it should not be called a general council. 3. They 
published a book under the name of the emperor confuting that 
unchristian assembly. These things were said out of these au- 
thors, not supposing that every thing of this should be proved 
from every one of them, but the whole of it by its several parts 
from all these put together. 

1. That the bishops of Francfurt condemned the synod of Nice 
or the seventh general. Whether the Dissuasive hath said this 
truly out of the authors quoted by him, we need no further proof 
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but the confession of Bellarmine’: Avuctores antiqui omnes conve- 
niunt in hoc, quod in concilio Francofordienst sit reprobata synodus 
VII. que decreverat imagines adorandas. Ita Hincemarus, Aimot- 
nus, Rhegino, Ado, et alii passim docent. So that if the objector 
blames the Dissuasive for alleging these authorities, let him first 
blame Bellarmine, who confesses that to be true which the Dis- 
suasive here affirms. Now that by the seventh synod Bellarmine 
means the second Nicenet, appears by his own words in the same 
chapter: Videtur igitur mihi in synodo Francofordiensi vere re- 
probatam Nicenam II. synodum ; sed per errorem, et materialiter, 
&c. And Bellarmine was in the right; not only those which 
the Dissuasive quoted, but “all the ancient writers,” saith Bel- 
larmine. So the author of the life of Charles the Great, speak- 
ing of the council of Francfurt; “There queen Fastrada died.” 
Pseudosynodus Grecorum quam falso septimam vocabant pro imagi- 
nibus, rejecta est a pontificibus. The same is affirmed by the An- 
nals of the Franckst; by Adhelmus Benedictinus, in his Annals 
in the same year; by Hincmarus Rhemensis*, in an epistle to 
Hinemarus his nephew; by Strabus the monk of Fulda, Rhegino 
Prumiensis, Urspergensis, and Hermanus Contractus in their 
Annals and Chronicles of the year 794. By Ado Viennensis ; 
Sed pseudosynodus, quam septimam Greci appellant, pro adorandis 
imaginibus, abdicata penitusy: the same is affirmed by the Annals 
of Eginhardus?; and by Aimoinus? and Aventinus. I could 
reckon many more, if more were necessary ; but these are they 
whom the Dissuasive quoted, and some more: against this truth 
nothing material can be said, only that Hincmarus and Aimoinus 
(which are two whom the Dissuasive quotes) do not say that the 
synod of Francfurt rejected the second Nicene, but the synod of 
Constantinople. But to this Bellarmine himself answers, that it 
is true they do so, but it is by mistake; and that they meant 
the council which was kept at Nice: so that the Dissuasive is 
justified by his greatest adversary. But David Blondel answers 
this objection by saying that Constantinople being the head of 
the eastern empire, these authors used the name of the imperial 
city for the provinces under it: which answer though it be in- 
genious, yet I rather believe that the error came first from the 
council of Francfurt, who called it the synod at Constantinople, 


8 Lib. 2. de Imagin. c.14. sect. Secun- y Chron. etat.6. ad annum Christi 
do quia. t Sect. Neque obstat. eundem et 792. 
u Ad annum 794. z Ad eundem annum. 


* Opusc. 55. N. cap. 20. a Lib. 4. ¢ 85. 


S. VL Of the Worship of Images. 447 


and that after it these authors took it up; but that error was 
not great, but always excusable, if not warrantable, because the 
second Nicene council was first appointed to be at Constantinople, 
but by reason of the tumults of the people was translated to 
Nice. But to proceed. That Blondus (whom the Dissuasive 
also quotes) saith, the synod of Francfurt abrogated the seventh 
synod, the objector confesses, and adds, that it econfuted the 
Felician heresy for taking away of images; concerning which, 
lest the less wary reader should suppose the synod of Francfurt 
to have determined for images, as Alan Cope, Gregory de Va- 
lentia, Vasquez, Suarez, and Binius, would fain have the world 
believe; I shall note, that the synod of Francfurt did at the same 
time condemn the heresy of Felix Urgetitanus, which was, that 
“Christ was the adopted Son of God.” Now because in this 
synod were condemned the breakers of images, and the worship- 
pers of images, some ignorantly (amongst which is this gentleman 
the objector) have supposed that the Felician heresy was that of 
the iconoclasts. 

2. Now for the second thing which the Dissuasive said from 
these authors, that the Fathers at Francfurt commanded that 
the second Nicene should not be called a general council, that 
matter is sufficiently cleared in the proof of the first particular ; 
for if they abrogated it, and called it pseudosynodum, and decreed 
against it; hoc ipso, they caused it should not be, or be called a 
general synod. But I shall declare what the synod did in the 
words of Adhelmus Benedictinus?: Synodus etiam que paucos 
ante annos Constantinopoli sub Helena et Constantino filio ejus con- 
gregata, et ab ipsis non tantum septima, verum etiam wniversalis est 
appellata, ut nec septima nec universalis diceretur, habereturque 
quasi supervacua, in totum ab omnibus abdicata est. 

3. Now for the third thing which the Dissuasive said, that 
they published a book under the name of the emperor; I am to 
answer, that such a book about that time, within three or four 
years of it, was published in the name of the emperor, is notori- 
ously known, and there is great reason to believe it was written 
three or four years before the synod, and sent by the emperor to 
the pope; but that divers of the church of Rome did endeavour 
to persuade the world that the emperor did not write it, but that 
it was written by the synod, and contains the acts of the synod, 
but published under the emperor’s name. Now this the Dis- 
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suasive affirmed by the authority of Hinemarus®, who does affirm 
it, and of the same opinion is Bellarmine: Scripts videntur im 
synods Francofordiensi et acta continere synodi Francofordiensis : 
et enim asserit Hincmarus ejus temporis author. So that by all 
this the reader may plainly see how careful the Dissuasive was 
in what was affirmed, and how careless this gentleman is of what 
he objects. Only this I add, that though it be said that this 
book contained the acts of the synod of Francfurt, though it 
might be partly true, yet not wholly — For this synod did indeed 
do so much against that of the Greeks, and was so decretory 
against the worship of images®, (quod omnino ecclesia Det execra- 
tur, said Hoveden, and Matthew of Westminster,) that it is 
vehemently suspected, that the patrons of images (the objector 
knows whom I mean) have taken a timely course with it, so that 
the monuments of it are not to be seen, nor yet a famous and 
excellent epistle of Alcuinus written against the Greek synod, 
though his other works are in a large volume carefully enough 
preserved. 

It was urged as an argument a minori ad majus, that in the 
primitive church it was accounted unlawful to make images¢: 
and therefore it was impossible that the worship of images should 
then be the doctrine or practice of the catholic church®. To this 
purpose Clemens Alexandrinus, Tertullian, and Origen werealleged. 
First for Tertullian, of whom the Letter says, that he said no 
such thing: sure it is, this man did not care what he said; stp- 
posing it sufficient to pass the common reader, to say Tertullian 
did not say for what he is alleged ; for more will believe him than 
examine him. Put the words of Tertullian shall manifest the 
strange confidence of this person. The quotations out of Ter- 
tullian are only noted in the margent, but the words were not 
cited, but now they must, to justify me and themselves. 1. That 
reference to Tertullian’s book of idolatryf the objector takes no 
notice of, as knowing it would reproach him too plainly: see the 
words? ; “The artificers of statues and images, and all kind of 
representations, the Devil brought into the world:” and when he 
had given the etymology of an idol, saying €ldedov is formula, he 
adds: Igitur omnis forma vel formula idolum se dici exposcit : 
ide omnis idoli artifen cjusdem et unius est criminis. And a little 
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before: Exinde jam caput facta est idololatrie ars omnis que ido- 
lum quoquo modo edit. And in the beginning of the fourth chapter: 
Idolum tam fiert quam coli Deus prohibet. Quanto precedit ut fiat 
quod coli possit, tanto prius est ne fiat si coli non licet. And again: 
Toto mundo ejusmodi artibus interdixit servis Dei. And a little 
after he brings in some or other objecting; Sed ait quidam ad- 
versus similitudinis interdict propositionem, cur ergo Moses in 
eremo simulachrum serpentis ex ere fecit? To this at last he 
answers; Si eundem Deum observas habes legem gus, ne _feceris 
similitudinem, si et preceptum facte postea similitudinis respicis et 
tu amitare Moysen. Ne facias adversus legem simulachrum aliquod, 
nist et tibt Deus jusserit. Now here is no subterfuge for any one: 
for Tertullian first says, the Devil brought into the world all the 
artists and makers of statues, images, and all sorts of similitudes. 
2. He makes all these to be the same with idols. And, 3, that 
God as well forbade the making of these and the worship of them, 
and that the maker is guilty of the same crime. And, lastly, I 
add his definition of idolatry ; Idololatria est omnis circa omne 
idolum famulatus et servitus: ‘ Every image is an idol, and every 
service and obeisance about any or every idol is idolatry.” I 
hope all this put together will convince the gentleman that denied 
it, that Tertullian hath said some such thing as the Dissuasive 
quoted him for. Now for the other place quoted, the words are 
these® ; Proinde et similitudinem vetans fieri omnium que in celo 
et interra et in aquis, ostendit et causas, idololatrie scilicet substan- 
tiam exhibentes ; ‘God forbidding all similitude to be made of 
things in heaven and earth, and in the waters, shews the causes 
that restrain idolatry.” The causes of idolatry he more fully de- 
scribed in the forecited place; Quando enim et sine tdolo idololatria 
fiat: for he supposes the making of the images to be the cause 
of their worshipping, and he calls this making statues and images 
demonis corpora facere. But there is yet another place in his 
books against Marcion', where Tertullian, affirming that S. Peter 
knew Moses and Elias on mount Tabor by a spiritual ecstasy, 
says it upon this reason, Nec enim imagines eorum aut statuas 
populus habuisset aut similitudines lege prohibente. The same also 
is to be seen in his book de Spectaculis, ¢.23; Jam vero ipsum 
opus personarum quero an Deo placeat qui omnem simalitudinem 
vetat fieri, quanto magis imaginis sue. By this time J hope the 
h Lib. 2. advers. Marc. 4. c. 22. i Lib. 4. ¢. 22. 
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gentleman thinks himself in some shame, for denying that Tertul- 
lian said the making of images to be unlawful. 

Now let us see for the other two authors quoted by the Dis- 
suasive. The objector in the Letter says/, they only spake of 
making the images of Jupiter and the other heathen gods: but 
E.W says he cannot find those quotations out of Clemens of 
Alexandria, because the books quoted are too big, and he could 
not espy them. The author of the Letter never examined them, 
but took them for granted; but E.W did search a little, but 
not exactly. However, he ought not to have looked in the sixth 
book of the Stromata for the words there quoted, but in the 
Protrepticon, as I shall shew by and by. That other quotation in 
the Stromata is the sixth book, and is only referred to as to the 
question in general against images; for so S. Clement calls it 
spiritual adultery to make idols or images. Now to this E.W 
says, although he did not find what he looked for, yet he knows 
beforehand that the word in the Latin translation is simulachrum, 
that is, efdwAov, an idol. It is indeed well guessed of E.W., for 
the word is dvetdwAoro1Gv!; and if he had seen the place, he now 
tells us what answer we might have expected. But I am before- 
hand with him in this particular, and out of Tertullian have 
proved idolum to be the same with formula, derived from «iéos, 
and consequently means the same with an image. And he had 
a good warrant from the greatest master of the Latin tongue: 
Imagines que idola nominant, quorum incursione non solum videa- 
mus, sed etiam cogitemus, &c. said Cicero™: and the same notion 
of eidwAoy is ina great master of the Greek, S. Chrysostom, who, 
speaking of the statues and images with which they adorned 
their houses, calls them idols": Oikéas xaracxOpuev eldwdra TavTaxod 
Kal gdava ioréres. But it matters not so much what Greek or 
Latin word is used in any translation; for in the Hebrew, in 
which the Spirit of God spake, when he forbade the worship of 
images, he used two words, bone pesel, and MINIM themunah ; 
and the latter of these signifies always an image or similitude, and 
that most properly, and is always so translated; and the former 
of these is translated indifferently by yAvaroy, or efdwdAov, and elke, 
image, carved image, and idol, for they are all one. And there- 
fore proportionably Justin Martyr, reciting this law of God, says 
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that God forbade every image and similitude; efkova cal duolmpa 
are the words. But suppose that idolum and imago were not the 
same, yet because the commandment forbids not only idolum 
but tmago, not only pesel but themunah ; they do not observe 
the commandment who make to themselves, viz. for worship, 
either one or the other. But to return to S. Clement, of 
whom our present inquiry is. And to deal most clearly in this 
affair, as in all things else, that out of the Stromata of S.Clement, 
that I rather remark, is not this of the sixth book, but out of the 
fifth. S. Clement of Alexandria saith®; TdAuw 8 ad Aaxrédtov 
May hopeiv, pnde elxdvas avrotys éyxapdoce OeGv tapepyvia 6 Tvba- 
yépas’ dotep Mwois, mpomdAat Stappydyy evopoderncer, pndev dely 
yAuTrov, 7 KovevTbr, 7} TAaCTOL, }} ypaTTov Gyakud Te Kal dmeKkdvicpa 
movetcOat: “* Pythagoras commanded that his disciples should not 
wear rings, or engrave them with the images of their gods, as 
Moses many ages before made an express law, that no man 
should make any graven, cast, or painted image :” and of this he 
gives two reasons: 1. ‘Qs pa rots aicOnrots tpocavexwper, emt be 
Ta vonta petiopev, “that we may not attend to sensible things, 
but pass on to the things discernible by the understanding.” 2. 
"Efevredifes yap tiv tot Oclov ceuvdryta i) ev Erousm tis dWews 
cuvndera, Kal TV vonTHy ovolay bi.’ Ans cEeBalerOat atindcew eoriv 
airy 80 aicOijcews: “ The custom of seeing so readily causes 
that the majesty of God becomes vile and contemptible, and 
by matter to worship that which is perceived intellectually, is 
to disesteem him by sensation.” Now the reader may perceive 
that S. Clemens speaks against the making of any images, not 
only of Jupiter and the heathen gods, but of the true God, of 
whatsoever intelligible being we ought to worship; and that 
upon such reasons which will greatly condemn the Roman prac- 
ticesp. But hence also it is plain how careless and trifling this 
objector is, minding no truth but the number of objections. See 
yet further out of S. Clement : Nobis enim est aperte vetitum fal- 
lacem artem exercere. Non facies enim (inquit propheta) cujusvis ret 
similitudinem: **We are forbidden to exercise that cozening 
art;” (viz. of making pictures or images;) “for, says the pro- 
phet (meaning Moses), thow shalt not make the likeness of any 
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thing.” T.W 4, it seems, could not find these words of S.Clement 
in his Parenetic; he should have said his Protreptic, for I know 
of no Parenetic that he hath written. But E.W = followed the 
printer’s error in the margent of the Dissuasive, and very carefully 
turned over a book that was not, and compared it in bigness 
with a book that was. But I will not suppose this to be igno- 
rance in him, but only want of diligence : however, the words are 
to be found in the 41st page of this Protreptic, or his Admoni- 
tion to the Gentiles; and now they are quoted, and the very 
page named; only I desire E.W to observe, that in this place 
S. Clement uses not the word eldwAov, but mavtos éuoloua; not 
simulachrum, but cujusvis rei similitudinem. 

In the place which was quoted out of Origen, in his fourth book 
against Celsus, speaking of the Jews, he hath these wordst: Ovdels 
Tap eixdvas Tovovvtay eroduTedeTo’ otTE yap Céypados, obr dyadpa- 
romows ev TH moditela airév jv: “ All makers of images were 
turned from their commonwealth ; for not a painter or a statuary 
was admitted, their laws wholly forbidding them, lest any occa- 
sion should be given to dull men, or that their mind should be 
turned from the worship of God to earthly things by these tempt- 
ations.” Then he quotes the law of God against making images, 
and adds, “by which law this was intended, that being content 
with the truth of things, they should beware of lying figments.” 
There it is plain that Origen affirms the law of God to have for- 
bidden the making images, any similitude of things in heaven, 
earth, or waters: which law also he in another place affirms to 
be of a moral and eternal obligation’, that is, not to be spoken 
to them only who came out of the terrestrial Egypt; and there- 
fore is of Christian duty. And of the same mind are S. Irenzeust, 
Tertullian¥, S.Cyprian*, and S. Austiny, affirming the whole 
Decalogue, except the law of the sabbath, to be an unalterable, 
or natural law. But, for the further verification of the testimony 
from Origen against the worship of images in the primitive 
church, I thought fit to add the concurrent words of the prudent 
and learned Cassanderz: Quantum autem veteres initio ecclesie 
ab omni veneratione imaginum abhorruerunt declarat unus Origenes 
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adversus Celsum: but of this I shall have occasion to speak yet 
once more. And so at last all the quotations are found to be 
exact, and this gentleman to be greatly mistaken. 

From the premises I infer, if in the primitive church it was 
accounted unlawful to make images, certainly it is unimaginable 
they should worship them; and the argument is the stronger, 
if we understand their opinion rightly ; for neither the second 
commandment, nor yet the ancient Fathers in their commentaries 
on them, did absolutely prohibit all making of images, but all that 
was made for religious worship, and in order to adoration, accord- 
ing as it is expressed in him who among the Jews collected the 
negative precepts, which Arias Montanus translated into Latin@; 
the second of which is, Signum cultus causa ne facito ; the third, 
Stnulachrum Divinum nullo pacto conflato; the fourth, Signa re- 
ligiosa nulla ex materia facito. 

The authorities of these Fathers being rescued from slander, 
and proved very pungent and material, I am concerned in the 
next place to take notice of some authorities which my adversa- 
ries urge from antiquity >, to prove that in the primitive church 
they did worship images. Concerning their general council, viz. 
the second Nicene, I have already made account in the preceding 
periods: the great S. Basil is with great solemnity brought into 
the circus, and made to speak for images as apertly, plainly, and 
confidently, as Bellarmine or the council of Trent itself. His 
words are these®; “ I admit the holy apostles, and prophets, 
and martyrs, and in my prayer made to God call upon them, that 
by their intercession God may be propitious unto me. Where- 
upon I honour and adore the characters of their images ; and 
especially those things being delivered from the holy apostles, 
and not prohibited, but are manifested, or seen in all our 
churches.” Now I confess these words are home enough, and 
do their business at the first sight; and if they prove right, 
S. Basil is on their side; and therefore E.W with great noise 
and preface insults, and calls them unanswerable. The words, 
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he says, are found in S. Basil’s 205th Epistle ad Julianum. 1 
presently consulted S. Basil's works, such as I had with me in 
the country. of the Paris edition by Guillard, 1547, and there I 
found that S. Basil had not 205 epistles in all; the number of 
all written by him and to him being but 180, of which that to 
Julianus is one, viz. Epistle 166, and in that there is not one 
word to any such purpose as is here pretended. I was then put 
to a melius inqguirendum. Bellarmine (though both he and Lin- 
dan and Harding ery up this authority as irrefragable) quotes 
this authority not upon his own credit4, but as taking it from 
the report of a book published 1596, ‘called Synodus Parisiensis, 
which Bellarmine calls ‘‘ unworthy to see the light.” From 
hence arises this great noise; and the fountain being confess- 
edly corrupt, what wholesome thing can be expected thence ? 
But in all the first and voluminous disputations of Bellarmine 
upon this question, he made no use of this authority, he never 
saw any such thing in S. Basil’s works, or it is not to be imagined 
that he would have omitted it. But the words are in no ancient 
edition of S. Basil, nor in any manuscript that is known in the 
world. &. John Damascen, and Germanus, bishop of Constan- 
tinople. who wrote for the worship of images, and are the most 
learned of all the Greeks that were abused in this question; yet 
they never urged this authority of S. Basil, which would have 
been more to their purpose than all that they said beside. 
3. The first mention of this is in an epistle of pope Adrian to 
the emperors in the seventh synod, and that makes the business 
more suspicious, that when the Greek writers knew nothing of 
it, a Latin bishop, a stranger, not very well skilled in antiquity, 
should find this out, which no man ever saw before him, nor 
since in any copy of S. Basil’s works: but in the second Nicene 
council such forgeries as these were many and notorious. S.Gre- 
gory the Great is there quoted as author of an epistle de Vene- 
ratione Lnaginum, when it is notorious it was writ by Gregory the 
Third; and there were many Basils, and any one of that name 
would serve to give countenance to the error of the second Nicene 
synod ; but in S. Basil the Great there is not one word like it. 
And therefore they who set forth S. Basil’s works at Paris, 1618, 
who either could not or ought not to have been ignorant of so 
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vile a cheat, were infinitely to blame to publish this as the issue 
of the right S. Basil, without any mark of difference or note of 
inquiry. 

There is also another saying of S. Basil, of which the Roman 
writers make much, and the words are by Damascen imputed to 
the great S. Basil; Zmaginis honor exemplum transit ; which in- 
deed S. Basil speaks only of the statues of the emperors, and of 
that civil honour which, by consent and custom of the world, did 
pass to the emperor, and he accepted it so: but this is no argu- 
ment for religious images put up to the honour of God : he says 
not the honour of any such image passes to God, for God hath 
declared against it, (as will appear in the following periods ;) and 
therefore from hence the church of Rome can have no argument, 
no fair pretence: and yet upon this very account, and the too 
much complying with the heathen rites and manners, and the 
secular customs of the empire, the veneration of images came 
into churches. But suppose it be admitted to be true, yet al- 
though this may do some countenance to Thomas Aquinas’ and 
Bonaventure’s way of worshipping the image and the sampler 
with the same worship, yet this can never be urged by all those 
more inoderate papists, who make the worship to an image of 
a lower kind ; for if it be not the same worship, then they that 
worship images worship God and his saints by the image not as 
they deserve, but give to them no more than the image itself 
deserves : let them take which part they please, so that they 
will but publicly own it. But let this be as it will, and let it be 
granted truc, that the honour done to the image can pass to the 
sampler, yet this is but an arbitrary thing, and a king may esteem 
it so if he please; but if the king forbids any image to be made 
of him, and counts it a dishonour to him, then I hope it is: and 
that is the case now; for God hath forbidden any such way of 
passing honour to him by an image of him; and he hath forbid- 
den it in the second commandment, and this is confessed by Vas- 
quez*: so that upon this account, for all the pretence of the 
same motion to the image and the sampler, to pass such a wor- 
ship to God is no better than the doing as the heathen did, when 
they worshipped Mercury by throwing stones at him. 

Another authority brought by E.W-« for veneration of images 
is from Athanasius, but himself damns it in the margent, with 
and without ingenuity ; for ingenuously saying, that he does not 
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affirm it to be the great Athanasius, yet most disingenuously he 
adds, valeat quantum valere potest; that is, they that will be 
cozened let them. And indeed these questions and answers to 
Antiochus are notoriously spurious, for in them are quoted 
S. Epiphanius, and Gregory Nyssen, Chrysostom, Scala Johan- 
nis, Maximus, and Nicephorus, who were after Athanasius; and 
the book is rejected by Delriof, by Sixtus Senensis, and Posse- 
vine. But with such stuff as this the Roman doctors are forced 
to build their Babel; and E.W., in p. 56, quotes the same book 
against me for worshipping the cross, together with another 
spurious piece de Cruce et Passtone Domini, which Nannius, a 
very learned man of their own and professor at Louvain, rejects, 
as it is to be seen in his Nuncupatory Epistle. 

Yea, but S. Chrysostom’s liturgy is very clear; for it is said 
that “the priest turns himself to our Saviour’s picture, and bows 
his head before the picture, and says this prayer.” These words 
indeed are very plain, but it is not plain that these are S. Chry- 
sostom’s words, for there are none such in 8.Chrysostom’s liturgy, 
in the editions of it by Claudius de Saintes or Morellus; and Clau- 
dius Espenceeus acknowledges with great truth and ingenuity, 
that this liturgy, begun and composed by S. Chrysostom, was 
enlarged by many things put into it, according to the variety of 
times. And it is evidently so, because divers persons are there 
commemorated, who lived after the death of Chrysostom; as 
Cyrillus, Euthymius, Sabas, and Johannes Eleemosynarius, where- 
of the last but one lived 126 years, the last 213 years after S. 
Chrysostom. Now how likely, nay how certain it is, that this 
very passage was not put in by S. Chrysostom, but is of later in- 
terpolation, let all the world judge by that known saying of S. 
Chrysostom’; Quid enim est vilius atque humilius homine ante res 
manimatas se incurvante et saxa venerante? “What in the world 
is baser and more abject than to see a man worshipping stones, 
and bowing himself before inanimate things?” These are his 
great authorities, which are now come to nothing ; what he 
hath from them who came after these, I shall leave to him to make 
his best of them: for about the time of Gregory some began to 
worship images, and some to break them; the latter of which he 
reproves, and the former he condemns: what it was afterwards, 
all the world knows. 

But now having cleared the question from the trifling argu- 
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ments of my adversaries, I shall observe some things fit to be 
considered in this matter of images. 1. It came at first from a 
very base and unworthy stock. I have already pointed at this, 
but now I shall explain it more fully; it came from Simon Magus 
and his crew. Theodoret says, that the followers of Simon 
brought in the worship of images; viz. of Simon in the shape of 
Jupiter, and Helena in the figure of Minerva: but S. Austin 
says, that Simon Magus himself imagines et suam et cujusdam 
meretricis quam sibi sociam scelerum fecerat discipulis suis pre- 
buisse adorandas. Hi. W +, upon what confidence I know not, 
says, that Theodoret hath nothing like it, either under the title 
de Simone or Carpocrate. And he says true, but with a shame- 
ful purpose to calumniate me and deceive his reader; as if I 
had quoted a thing that Theodoret said not, and therefore the 
reader ought not to believe mej. But since in the Dissuasive 
Theodoret was only quoted, 4b. 5. Heret. Fabul. and no title 
set down; if he had pleased to look to the next title, Srmonis 
Heresis, where in reason all Simon’s heresies were to be looked 
for, he should have found that which I referred to. But why 
EK. W denies S. Austin to have reported that for which he is 
quoted, viz. that Simon Magus brought in some images to be 
worshipped, I cannot conjecture, neither do I think himself can 
tell; but the words are plain in the place quoted, according to 
the intention of the Dissuasive. But that he may yet seem to 
lay more load upon me, he very learnedly says that Irenzeus, in 
the place quoted by me, says not a word of Simon Magus being 
author of images; and would have his reader believe that I mis- 
took Simon Magus for Simon Irenzus*. But the good man I 
suppose wrote this after supper, and could not then read or con- 
sider that the testimony of Irenzeus was brought in to no such 
purpose; neither did it relate to any Simon at all, but to the 
Gnostics or Carpocratians, who also were very early and very 
deep in this impiety; only they did not worship the pictures of 
Simon and Selene, but of Jesus and Paul, and Homer and Py- 
thagoras, as S, Austin testifies of them}, But that which he re- 
marks in them is this, that Marcellina, one of their sect, worship- 
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ped the pictures of Jesus, &c. adorando, incensumque ponendo, 
“they did adore them, and put incense before them :” I wish the 
church of Rome would leave to do so, or acknowledge whose dis- 
ciples they are in this thing. The same also is said by Epipha- 
nius; and that the Carpocratians placed the image of Jesus with 
the philosophers of the world, collocatasque adorant, et gentium 
mysteria perfictunt. But I doubt that both Epiphanius and 
S. Austin, who took this story from Irenzeus, went further in 
the narrative than Irenzeus: for he says only that they placed 
the images of Christ, &c. ef has coronant: no more ; and yet 
even for this, for crowning the image of Christ with flowers™, 
though they did not so much as is nowadays done at Rome, 
S. Irenzeus made an outcry, and reckoned them in the black 
catalogue of heretics, not for joining Christ’s image with that 
of Homer and Aristotle, Pythagoras and Plato, but even for 
crowning Christ’s image with flowers and coronets, as they also 
did those of the philosophers; for though this may be innocent, 
yet the other was a thing not known in the religion of any that 
were called Christians, till Simon and Carpocrates began to teach 
the world. 

2. We find the wisest and the most sober of the heathens speak- 
ing against the use of images in their religious rites. So Varro, 
when he had said that the old Romans had for 170 years wor- 
shipped the gods without picture or image, adds, quod si adhuc 
mansissent, castius di observarentur ; and gives this reason for it, 
qui primt simulachra deorum populis posuerunt, et civitatibus suis 
et metum dempsisse, et errorem addidisse. The making images of 
the gods took away fear from men and brought in error : which 
place S. Austin quoting, commends and explicates it, saying, he 
wisely thought that the gods might easily be despised in the 
blockishness of images”. The same also was observed by Plu- 
tarch®, and he gives this reason; Nefas putantes augustiora ex- 
primere humilioribus, neque aliter aspirari ad Deum quam mente 
posse: “ They accounted it impiety to express the great beings 
with low matter, and they believed there was no aspiring up to 
God but by the mind.” This is a philosophy which the church 
of Rome need not be ashamed to learn. 

3. It was so known a thing that Christians did abominate the 
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use of images in religion and in their churches, that Adrian the 
emperor was supposed to build temples to Christ, and to ac- 
count him as God, because he commanded that churches with- 
out images should be made in all cities; as is related by Lam- 
pridiusP. 

4. In all the disputations of the Jews against the Christians 
of the primitive church, although they were impatient of having 
any image, and had detested all use of them, especially ever since 
their return from Babylon, and still retained the hatred of them, 
even after the dissolution of their temple, “even unto supersti- 
tion,” says Bellarmine4 ; yet they never objected against Chris- 
tians their having images in their churches, much less their wor- 
shipping them. And let it be considered, that in all that long 
disputation between Justin Martyr and Tryphon the Jew, in 
which the subtle Jew moves every stone, lays all the load he can 
at the Christians’ door, makes all objections, raises all the envy, 
gives all the matter of reproach he can against the Christians, 
yet he opens not his mouth against them concerning images. 
The like is to be observed in Tertullian’s book against the Jews ; 
no mention of images, for there was no such thing amongst the 
Christians; they hated them as the Jews did; but it is not 
imaginable they would have omitted so great a cause of quarrel. 
On the other side, when in length of time images were brought 
into churches, the Jews forbore not to upbraid the Christians 
with it. There was a dialogue written a little before the time 
of the seventh synod", in which a Jew is brought in saying to 
the Christians, “I have believed all ye say, and I do believe in 
the crucified Jesus Christ, that he is the Son of the living God ; 
scandalizor autem in vos Christiant quia imagines adoratis—I am 
offended at you Christians that ye worship images—for the scrip- 
ture forbids us every where to make any similitude or graven 
image.” And it is very observable that in the first and best 
part of the Talmud of Babylon, called the Misna, published about 
the end of the second century, the Christians are not blamed 
about images ; which shews they gave no occasion: but in the 
third part of the Talmud, about the tenth and eleventh age after 
Christ, the Christians are sufficiently upbraided and reproached 
in this matter. In the Gemara, which was finished about the 
end of the fifth century, I find that learned men say the Jews 
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called the Christian church the house of idolatry ; which though 
it may be expounded in relation to images, which about that 
time began in some churches to be placed and honoured ; yet I 
rather incline to believe that they meant it of our worshipping 
Jesus for the true God and the true Messias; for at this day 
they call all Christians idolaters, even those that have none and 
can endure no images in their religion or their churches. But 
now since these periods it is plain that the case is altered; and 
when the learned Christians of the Roman communion write 
against the Jews, they are forced to make apologies for the 
scandal they give to the Jews in their worshipping of images, 
as is to be seen (besides Leontius Neapolitanus of Cyprus his 
Apology which he published for the Christians against the Jews) 
in Ludovicus Carretus his Epistle, in Sepher Amana, and Fabia- 
nus Fioghus his Catechetical Dialogues. But I suppose this case 
is very plain, and is a great conviction of the innovation in this 
matter made by the church of Rome. 

5. The matter of worshipping images looks so ill, so like idola- 
try, so like the forbidden practices of the heathens, that it was 
infinitely reasonable, that if it were the practice and doctrine of 
the primitive church, the primitive priests and bishops should 
at least have considered and stated the question, how far and in 
what sense it was lawful, and with what mtention, and in what 
degrees, and with what caution and distinctions this might law- 
fully be done; particularly when they preached, and wrote com- 
mentaries and explications upon the Decalogue ; especially since 
there was at least so great a semblance of opposition and con- 
tradiction between the commandment and any such practice ; 
God forbidding any image and similitude to be made of himself, 
or any thing else in heaven, or in earth, or in the sea, and that 
with such threatenings and interminations of his severe judg- 
ments against them that did make them for worship, and this 
thing being so constantly objected by all those many that op- 
posed their admission and veneration; it is certainly very strange 
that none of the Fathers should take notice of any difficulty in 
this affair. They objected the commandment against the hea- 
thens for doing it ; and yet that they should make no account, 
nor take notice how their worshipping saints and God himself 
by images, should differ from the heathen superstition, that was 
the same thing to look upon, this indeed is very unlikely. But 
so it is: Justin Martyr, Clemens Alexandrinus, speak plainly 
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enough of this matter, and speak plain downright words against 
making and worshipping images; and so careless they were of 
any future chance, or the present concern of the Roman church, 
that they do not except the image of the true God, nor the image 
of saints and angels, no not of Christ, or the blessed Virgin Mary 
herself. Nay, Origen expounds the commandmentss, and S. Aus- 
tin makes a professed commentary upon them, but touched none 
of these things with the top of his finger, only told that they 
were all forbidden: we are not so careless nowadays in the church 
of Rome; but carefully expound the commandments against the 
unsufferable objections of the heretics of late, and the prophets 
and the fathers of old. But yet for all this, a suspicious man 
would conclude that in the first four hundred years there was no 
need of any such explications, inasmuch as they had nothing to 
do with images, which only could make any such need. 

6 .But then in the next place I consider, that the second com- 
mandment is so plain, so easy, so peremptory against all the 
making and worshipping any image or likeness of any thing, that 
besides that every man naturally would understand all such to be 
forbidden, it is so expressed, that upon supposition that God did 
intend to forbid it wholly, it could not more plainly have been 
expressed. For the prohibition is absolute and universal, and 
therefore of all particulars; and there is no word or sign by the 
virtue of which it can with any probability be pretended that any 
one of any kind is excepted. Now then to this when the church 
of Rome pretends to answer, they overdo it, and make the mat- 
ter the more suspicious. Some of them answer by saying, that 
this is no moral commandment, not obligatory to Christians, but 
to the Jews only: others say, that by this commandment it is 
only forbidden to account an image to be very God; so Cajetan: 
others say, that an idol only is forbidden, and that an image is no 
idol. Othersyet distinguish the manner of worshipping, saying that 
the image is worshipped for the sampler’s sake, not for its own. 
And this worship is by some called dovAela, or service; by others 
Aarpefa; saying, that the first is to images of saints, the other 
to God only. And yet with this difference; some saying that 
the image of God is adored with the same kind of adoration that 
God is; only it is to the image for God’s sake; so S. Thomas of 
Aquine, and generally his scholars. Others say that it is a reli- 
gious kind of worship due to images, but not at all Divine: some 
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say it is but a civil worship; and then it is for the image sake, 
and so far is intransitive, but whatever is paid more to the image 
is transitive, and passes further. And whatsoever it be, it can- 
not be agreed how it ought to be paid: whether properly or 
improperly, univocally or equivocally, for themselves or for some- 
thing else, whether analogically or simply, whether absolutely or 
by reduction. And it is remarkable what Bellarmine answers to 
the question, “ with what kind of worship images may be adored?” 
He answers with this propositiont; “The worship which by itself 
and properly is due to images, is a certain imperfect worship, 
which analogically and reductively pertains to a kind of that 
worship which is due to the exemplar :” and a little after; “To 
the images a certain inferior worship is due, and that not all one, 
but various, according to the variety of images.” To the images 
of saints is due dulia secundum quid, which if you do not under- 
stand, Bellarmine in the next words explains most clearly ; dulia 
secundum quid, is “as a man may say, reductive and analogical.” 
But after all this we may be mistaken, and we cannot tell whom 
to follow, nor what to do in the case. Thomas and his scholars 
warrant you to give the same worship to God’s image as to God: 
and it is the easiest way indeed to be understood, and indeed 
may quickly be understood to be direct idolatry. Bellarmine 
and others tell you, Stay, not so altogether ; but there is a way 
to agree with S. Thomas, that it shall be the same worship, and 
not the same worship; for it is the same by reduction, that is, 
it is of the same kind, and therefore Divine, but it is imperfectly 
Divine; as if there could be degrees in Divine worship; that is, 
as if any worship could be Divine, and yet not the greatest. But 
if this seems difficult, Bellarmine illustrates it by similitudes: 
“This worship of images is the same with the worship of the 
example, viz. of God, or of Christ, as it happens, just as a painted 
man is the same with a living man, and a painted horse with a 
living horse ; for a painted man and a painted horse differ speci- 
fically, as the true man and the true horse do; and yet the 
painted man is no man, and the painted horse is no horse.” The 
effect of which discourse is this, that the worship of images is but 
the image of worship ; hypocrisy and dissimulation all the way ; 
nothing real, but imaginative and phantastical; and indeed 
though this gives but a very ill account of the agreement of Bel- 
larmine with their saints, Thomas and Bonaventure, yet it is the 
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best way to- avoid idolatry, because they give “no real worship” 
to images: but then, on the other side, how do they mock God 
and Christ by offering to them that which is nothing; by pre- 
tending to honour them by honouring their images; when the 
honour they do give to images is itself but imaginary, and no 
more of reality in it, than there is of human nature in the picture 
of aman! However, if you will not commit downright idolatry, 
as some of their saints teach you, then you must be careful to 
observe these plain distinctions ; and first be sure to remember 
that when you worship an image, you do it not materially, but for- 
mally ; not as it is of such a substance, but as it is a sign: next 
take care that you observe what sort of image it is, and then 
proportion your right kind to it, that you do not give latria to 
that where hyperdulia is only due; and be careful that if dulia 
only be due, your worship be not hyperdulical. In the next 
place consider that the worship to your image is intransitive but 
in few cases, and according but to a few doctors; and therefore 
when you have got all these cases together, be sure that in all 
other cases it be transitive. But then when the worship is passed 
on to the exemplar, you must consider, that if it be of the same 
kind with that which is due to the example, yet it must be an 
imperfect piece of worship, though the kind be perfect ; and that 
it is but analogical, and it is reductive, and it is not absolute, not 
simple, not by itself; not by an act to the image distinct from 
that which is to the example, but one and the same individual 
act, with one intention, as to the supreme kind, though with 
some little variety, if the kinds be differing. Now by these easy, 
ready, clear, and necessary distinctions, and rules, and cases, the 
people being fully and perfectly instructed, there is no possibility 
that the worship of images should be against the second com- 
mandment, because the commandment does not forbid any 
worship that is transitive, reduct, accidental, consequential, ana- 
logical, and hyperdulical ; and this is all that the church of Rome 
does by her wisest doctors teach nowadays. But now, after all 
this, the easiest way of all certainly is to worship no images, and 
no manner of way, and trouble the people’s heads with no dis- 
tinction; for by these no man can ever be at peace, or understand 
the commandment, which without these laborious devices (by 
which they confess the guilt of the commandment does lie a little 
too heavy upon them) would most easily by every man and every 
woman be plainly and properly understood. And therefore I 
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know not whether there be more impiety or more fearful caution 
in the church of Rome in being so curious that the second com- 
mandment be not exposed to the eyes and ears of the people, 
leaving it out of their manuals, breviaries, and catechisms ; as if, 
when they teach the people to serve God, they had a mind they 
should not be tempted to keep all the commandments. And 
when at any time they do set it down, they only say thus, Von 
facies tibi idolum ; which is a word not used in the second com- 
mandment at all; and if the word which is there used be some- 
times translated idolum, yet it means no-more than similitude ; 
or if the words be of distinct signification, yet because both are 
expressly forbidden in that commandment, it is very ill to repre- 
sent the commandment so, as if it were observed according to the 
intention of that word, yet the commandment might be broken 
by the not observing it according to the intention of the other 
word, which they conceal. But of this more by and by. 

7. I consider that there is very great scandal and offence given 
to enemies and strangers to Christianity; the very Turks and 
Jews, with whom the worship of images is of very ill report, and 
that upon (at least) the most probable grounds in the world. 
Now the apostle having commanded all Christians to pursue 
those things which are of good report, and to walk circumspectly 
and charitably towards them that are without, and that we give 
no offence, neither to the Jew nor to the Gentile: now if we con- 
sider that if the Christian church were wholly without images, 
there would nothing perish to the faith or to the charity of the 
church, or to any grace which is in order to heaven; and that 
the spiritual state of the Christian church may as well want such 
baby ceremonies as the synagogue did ; and yet on the other side, 
that the Jews and Turks are the more, much more estranged 
from the religion of Christ Jesus, by the image-worship done by 
his pretended servants; the consequent will be, that to retain 
the worship of images is both against the faith and the charity 
of Christians", and puts limits, and retrenches the borders of the 
Christian pale. 

8. It is also very scandalous to Christians; that is, it makes 
many, and endangers more to fall into the direct sin of idolatry. 
Polydore Virgil observes, out of S. Jerome‘, that “ almost all the 
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holy Fathers damned the worship of images,” for this very rea- 
son, “for fear of idolatry ;” and Cassander says, that all the 
ancients did abhor all adoration of images; and he cites Origen 
as an instance great enough to verify the whole affirmative’: 
Nos vero ideo non honoramus simulachra, quia quantum possumus 
cavemus, ne quo modo incidamus in eam credulitatem, ut his tribua- 
mus divinitatis ahquid. This authority, E.W., page 55, is not 
ashamed to bring in behalf of himself in this question, saying, that 
“Origen hath nothing against the use of images, and declares our 
Christian doctrine thus;” then he recites the words above quoted; 
than which Origen could not speak plainer against the practice of 
the Roman church; and E.W might as well have disputed for 
the Manichees with this argument ; ‘‘ The scripture doth not say 
that God made the world, it only declares the Christian doctrine 
thus, In the beginning God made heaven and earth, &e.” But this 
gentleman thinks any thing will pass for argument amongst his 
own people. And of this danger S. Austin? gives a rational ac- 
count ; “No man doubts but idols want all sense ; but when they 
are placed in their seats, in an honourable sublimity, that they 
may be attended by them that pray and offer sacrifice, by 
the very likeness of living members and senses, although they be 
senseless and without life, they affect weak minds, that they seem 
to live and feel, especially when the veneration of a multitude is 
added to it, by which so great a worship is bestowed upon them.” 
Here is the danger, and how much is contributed to it in the 
church of Rome, by clothing their images in rich apparel, and by 
pretending to make them nod their head, to twinkle the eyes, and 
even to speak, the world is too much satisfied. Some such things 


pictas imagines colant, non ut figuras, 
sed perinde ac si ipse sensum aliquem 
habeant, et eis magis fidant quam Christo. 
Lilius Giraldus in Syntag. de Diis Gen- 
tium loquens de excessu Romane ecclesiz 
in negotio imaginum, preefatur, ‘‘ Satius 
esse ea Harpocrati et Angeronz consig- 
nare. Illud certe non pretermittam, nos 
dico Christianos, ut aliquando Romanos 
fuisse sine imaginibus in primitiva que 
vocatur ecclesia.” Erasmus in Catechesi 
ait, ‘‘Usque ad etatem Hieronymi erant 
probate religionis viri, qui in templis 
nullam ferebant imaginem, nec pictam, 
nec sculptam, nec textam, ac ne Christi 
quidem.” Et ibid. : “‘Ut imagines sint in 
templis nulla precepit vel humana con- 
stitutio, et ut facilius est, ita tutius 
quoque omnes imagines e templis sub- 


movere.” Videatur etiam Cassandri con- 
sultatio; sub hoc titulo et Masius in 
Josuah, cap. viii. Sic autem queritur 
Ludovicus Vives, Comment. in lib. 8. 
ce. ult. de Civit. Dei. Divos divasque 
non aliter venerantur, quam Deum 
ipsum. Non video in multis quid dis- 
crimen sit inter eorum opinionem de 
sanctis, et id quod Gentiles putabant de 
diis suis. Diodorus Siculus dixit de 
Mose, imaginem statuit nullam, ideo 
quod non crederet Deum homini simi- 
lem esse, et Dion. lib. 36. Nullam effi- 
giem in Hierosolymis habuere, quod 
Deum crederent ut ineffabilem, ita ina- 
spicuum [éed7]. 
¥ Consul. de Tmagin. ex Origene contr. 
Gelsum, lib. 7. versus finem. 
* Epist. 49. q. 3. 
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as these, and the superstitious talkings and actings of their 
priests, made great impressions upon my neighbours in Ireland ; 
and they had such a deep and religious veneration for the image 
of our lady of Kilbrony, that a worthy gentleman, who is now 
with God, and knew the deep superstition of the poor Irish, did 
not distrain upon his tenants for his rents, but carried away the 
image of the female saint of Kilbrony ; and instantly the priest 
took care that the tenants should redeem the lady, by a punctual 
and speedy paying of their rents; for they thought themselves 
unblessed as long as the image was away; and therefore they 
speedily fetched away their ark from the house of Obededom, 
and were afraid that their saint could not help them when her 
image was away. Now if S. Paul would have Christians to abstain 
from meats sacrificed to idols, to avoid the giving offence to weak 
brethren, much more ought the church to avoid tempting all the 
weak people of her communion to idolatry, by countenancing, 
and justifying, and imposing such acts, which all their heads can 
never learn to distinguish from idolatry. 

I end this with a memorial out of the councils of Sens and 
Mentz?, who command moneri populum ne imagines adorent ; 
the preachers were commanded “to admonish the people that 
they should not adore images.” And for the novelty of the prac- 
tice here in the British churches, it is evident in ecclesiastical 
story, that it was introduced by a synod of London, about the 
year 714, under Bonifacius the legate, and Bertualdus, archbishop 
of Dover; and that without disputation or inquiry into the law- 
fulness or unlawfulness of it, but wholly upon the account of a 
vision pretended to be seen by Eguinus, bishop of Worcester ; 
the Virgin Mary appearing to him, and commanding that her 
image should be set in churches and worshipped. That Austin 
the monk brought with him the banner of the cross and the 
image of Christ, Beda tells; and from him Baronius and Binius 
affirm, that before this vision of Egwin the cross and image of 
Christ were in use, but that they were at all worshipped or adored 
Beda saith not ; and there is no record, no monument of it before 
this hypochondrical dream of Egwin: and it further appears to 
be so, because Albinus, or Alcuinus, an Englishman, master of 
Charles the Great», when the king had sent to Offa the book of 
Constantinople for the worship of images, wrote an epistle against 


a C.14. c. 41. apud Bellarmin. lib. 2. de Imag. 8.8. c. 22. sect. Secunda propo- 
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it, ex authoritate Divina scripturarum mirabiliter affirmatum, and 
brought it to the king of France in the name of our bishops and 
kings, saith Hoveden*. 


SECTION VII. 
Of picturing God the Father, and the Holy Trinity. 


Acainst all the authorities almost which are or might be 
brought to prove the unlawfulness of picturing God the Father 
or the holy Trinity, the Roman doctors generally give this one 
answer ; “ that the Fathers intended by their sayings to condemn 
the picturing of the Divine essence, but condemn not the pictur- 
ing of those symbolical shapes or forms in which God the Father, 
or the Holy Ghost, or the blessed Trinity, are supposed to have 
appeared.” To this I reply, 1. That no man ever intended to 
paint the essence of any thing in the world. A man cannot well 
understand an essence, and hath no idea of it in his mind, much 
less can a painter’s pencil do it*. And therefore it is a vain and 
impertinent discourse to prove that they do ill who attempt to 
paint the Divine essence. This is a subterfuge which none but 
men out of hope to defend their opinion otherwise, can make use 
of. &. To picture God the Father in such symbolical forms in 
which he appeared, is to picture him in no form at all; for gene- 
rally both the schools of the Jews and Christians consent in this, 
that God the Father never appeared in his person ; for as S. Paul 
affirms, he is the invisible God, whom no eye hath seen or can see ; 
he always appeared by angels, or by fire, or by storm and 
tempest, by a cloud, or by a still voice; he spake by his pro- 
phets, and at last by his Son ; but still the adorable Majesty was 
reserved in the secrets of his glory. 3. The church of Rome 
paints the holy Trinity in forms and symbolical shapes in which 
she never pretends the blessed Trinity did appear; as, in a face 
with three noses and four eyes; one body with three heads; and 
as an old man with a great beard, and a pope’s crown upon 
his head, and holding the two ends of the transverse rafter of the 
cross, with Christ leaning on his breast, and the Holy Spirit hover- 
ing over his head: and therefore they worship the images of God 
the Father and the holy Trinity, figures which (as is said of 
Remphan and the heathen gods and goddesses) themselves have 
made, which therefore must needs be idols by their own definition 
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of idolum, simulachrum ret non existentis ; for never was there seen 
any such of the holy Trinity in unity as they most impiously re- 
present. And if when any thing is spoken of God in scripture 
allegorically, they may of it make an image to God, they would 
make many more monsters than yet they have found out; for as 
Durandus¢ well observes, “If any one shall say that because the 
Holy Ghost appeared in the shape of a dove, and the Father in the 
Old Testament under the corporal forms, that therefore they may 
be represented by images, we must say to this, that those cor- 
poral forms were not assumed by the Father and the Holy Spirit; 
and therefore a representation of them by images is not a repre- 
sentation of the Divine Person, but a representation of that form 
or shapealone. Therefore there is no reverence due to it, as there 
is none due to those forms by themselves. Neither were these forms 
to represent the Divine Persons, but to represent those effects 
which those Divine Persons did effect. And therefore there is 
one thing more to be said to them that do so; They have changed 
the glory of the incorruptible God into the similitude of a mortal 
man‘, Now how will the reader imagine that the Dissuasive is 
confuted, and his testimonies from antiquity answered? Why, 
“most clearly,” E.W saith, that “one principle of S. John 
Damascen doth it,” it solves all that the doctor hath or can 
allege in this matter. Well! what is this principle? The words 
are these, (and S, Austin points at the same,) Quisnam est qui 
invisibilis et corpore vacantis ac circumscriptionis et figure exper- 
tis Dei simulachrum effingere queat? Extreme itaque dementie 
atque impietatis fuertt Divinum numen fingere et figurare. “This 
is the principle to confute the doctor ;” why! but the doctor 
thinks that in the world there cannot be clearer words for the 
reproof of picturing God and the holy Trinity ! For ‘to do so is 
madness and extreme impiety ;” so says Damascen : “But stay,” 
says E,W‘, “ these words of Damascen are as who should say, 
He that goes about to express by any image the perfect simili- 
tude of God’s intrinsical perfections or his nature, (which is im- 
mense without body or figure,) would be both impious and act 
the part of amadman.” But how shall any man know that these 
words of Damascen are as much as to say this meaning of E.W., 
and where is this principle, as he calls it, of Damascen, by which 
the doctor is so every where silenced? Certainly E.W is a merry 


e In 3. Sent. dist. 9. q.2.n. 15. h De Fide et Symbolo, c.7. Damase. lib. 
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gentleman, and thinks all mankind are fools. This is the ridicu- 
lous commentary of E.W., but Damascen was too learned and 
grave a person to talk such wild stuff. And cardinal Cajetan 
gives a better account of the doctrine of Damascen*: ‘The au- 
thority of Damascen in the [very] letter of it condemns those 
images [viz. of God] of folly and impiety. And there is the same 
reason now concerning the Deity which was in the old law. And 
it is certain that in the old law the images of God were forbidden!.” 
To the like purpose is that of the famous Germanus, who, though 
too favourable to pictures in churches for veneration, yet he is a 
great enemy to all pictures of God: Neque enim invisibilis Deita- 
lis imaginem, et similitudinem, vel schema, vel fiquram aliquam for- 
mamus, &c. as who please may see in his Epistle to Thomas, bishop 
of Claudiopolis™. But let us consider when God forbade the 
children of Israel to make any likeness of him, did he only forbid 
them to express by any image the perfect similitude of his intrin- 
sical perfections? Had the children of Israel leave to picture God in 
the form of a man walking in paradise? or to paint the holy Tri- 
nity like three men talking to Abraham? Was it lawful for them 
to make an image or picture, or (to use E.W his expression) 
“to exhibit to their eyes those visible or circumscribed lineaments” 
which any man had seen? And when they had exhibited these 
forms to the eyes, might they then have fallen down and worshipped 
those forms, which themselves exhibited to their own and others’ 
eyes? I omit to inquire how they can prove that God appeared 
in paradise in the form of a man, which they can never do, un- 
less they will use the friar’s argument; Faciamus hominem ad si- 
militudinem nostram, &c., and so make fair way for the heresy of 
the Anthropomorphites. 

But I pass on a little further. Did the Israelites, when they 
made a molten calf, and said, These are thy gods, O Israel, did 
they imagine that by that image they represented the true form, 
essence, or nature of God? Or did the heathens ever pretend to 
make any image of the intrinsical perfections of any of their 
majores or minores dit, or any of their demons and dead heroes ? 
And because they neither did nor could do that, may it therefore 
be concluded that they made no images of their gods? Certain 

k Authoritas Damasceni in litera dam-  veteri lege imagines Dei esse prohibitas. 
nat illas (imagines Dei) insipientiz et im- 1 Videat (si placet) lector Lucum Fu- 
pietatis. Eteadem estrationunc de Deitate densem adv. Albig. Error. 1. 2.c. 9. tom. 
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it is, the heathens have as much reason to say they did not pic- 
ture their gods, meaning their nature and essence, but by sym- 
bolical forms and shapes represented those good things which 
they supposed them to have done. Thus the Egyptians pictured 
Joseph with a bushel upon his head, and called him their god 
Serapis; but they made no image of his essence, but symbolically 
represented the benefit he did the nation by preserving them in 
the seven years’ famine. Thus Ceres is painted with a hook and 
a sheaf of corn, Pomona with a basket of apples, Hercules with 
a club, and Jupiter himself with a handful of symbolical thunder- 
bolts; this is that which the popish doctors call picturing Ged, 
not in his essence, but in history, or in symbolical shapes; for of 
these three ways of picturing God, Bellarmine says the two last 
are lawful. And therefore the heathens not doing the first, but the 
second and the third only, are just so to be excused as the church 
of Rome is. But then neither these nor those must pretend that 
they do not picture God; for whatever the intention be, still an 
image of God is made, or else why do they worship God by that, 
wich, if it be no image of God, must by their own doctrine be 
an idol? And therefore Bellarmine’s distinction is very foolish", 
and is only crafty to deceive; for besides the impertinency of it 
in answering the charge, only by declaring his intention, as being 
charged with picturing God, he tells he did it indeed, but he 
meant not to paint his nature, but his story or his symbolical 
significations, which I say is impertinent, it not being inquired 
with what purpose it is done, but whether or no; and an evil 
thing may be done with a good intention. Besides this, I say 
that Bellarmine’s distinction comes just to this issue: God may 
be painted or represented by an image, not to express a perfect 
similitude of his form or nature, but to express it imperfectly, or 
rather not to express it, but ad explicandam naturam, to explain 
it, not to describe him truly, but historically ; though that be a 
strange history that does not express truly and as it is: but here 
it is plainly acknowledged, that besides the history, the very 
nature of God may be explicated by pictures or images, provided 
they be only metaphorical and mystical, as if the only reason of 
the lawfulness of painting God is, because it is done imperfectly 


n Observandum est tribus modis posse 
aliquid pingi: uno modo ad exprimendam 
perfectam similitudinem formule, et na- 
ture rei ipsius. Altero modo ad historiam 
aliquam oculis exhibendam. Tertio potest 
aliquid pingi extra historiam ad ewplican- 


dam naturam rei, non per immediatam et 
propriam similitudinem, sed analogiam, 
sive metaphoricas mysticasque significa- 
tiones. Bell. de Imag. lib. 2. c. 8. sect. 
Pro solutione. Hoc modo pingimus Deum, 
Ibid. sect. Hoc modo. 
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and unlike him; or as if the metaphor made the image lawful : 
just as if to do Alexander honour, you should picture him like a 
bear, tearing and trampling every thing, or to exalt Cesar, you 
should hang upon a table the pictures of a fox and a cock and a 
lion, and write under it, “ This is Caius Julius Cesar.” But I 
am ashamed of these prodigious follies. But at last, why should 
it be esteemed madness and impiety to picture the nature of God, 
which is invisible, and not also be as great a madness to picture 
any shape of him which no man ever saw? But he that is invest- 
ed with a thick cloud, and encircled with an inaccessible glory, 
and never drew aside the curtains to be seen under any repre- 
sentment, will not suffer himself to be exposed to vulgar eyes by 
fantastical shapes and ridiculous forms. 

But it may be, the church of Rome does not use any such im- 
pious practice, much less own-so mad a doctrine ; for one of my 
adversarics says, that “the picturing the forms or appearances 
of God is all that some (in their chureh) allow,” that is, some do 
and some do not; so that it may be only a private opinion of 
some doctors, and then I am to blame to charge popery with it. 
To this I answer, that Bellarmine indeed says°, Non esse tam 
cerium in ecclesia an sint faciende imagines Det sive Trinitatis, 
quam Christi et sanctorum ; it is not so certain, viz. as to be an 
article of faith. But yet besides that Bellarmine allows it, and 
cites Cajetan, Catharinus, Payva, Sanders, and Thomas Waldensis 
for it; this is a practice and doctrine brought in by an unproved 
custom of the church; Constat quod hee consuetudo depingendi 
angelos et Deum modo sub specie columbe, modo sub figura Trini- 
tatis, sit ubique inter catholicos recepta: “ The picturing angels 
and God sometimes under the shape of a dove, and sometimes 
under the figure of the Trinity, is every where received among 
the catholics,” said a great man amongst them?. And to what 
purpose they do this, we are told by Cajetan, speaking of images 
of God the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, saying4, Hee non 
solum pinguntur ut ostendantur sicut cherubim olim in templo sed ut 
adorentur. They are painted that they may be worshipped, ut 
Srequens usus ecclesia testatur ; “this is witnessed by the frequent 
use of the church.” So that this is received every where among 
the catholics, and these images are worshipped, and of this there 
is an ecclesiastical custom ; and I add, in their mass book lately 
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printed, these pictures are not infrequently seen. So that now 
it is necessary to shew that this, besides the impiety of it, is 
against the doctrine and practice of the primitive church, and 
is an innovation in religion, a propriety of the Roman doctrine, 
and of infinite danger and unsufferable impiety. 

To some of these purposes the Dissuasive alleged Tertullian, 
Eusebius, and S. Hierom; but A.L. says‘, “ these Fathers have 
nothing to this purpose.” This is now to be tried; these men 
were only named in the Dissuasive. Their words are these which 
follow. 

1. For Tertullians: a man would think it could not be neces- 
sary to prove that Tertullian thought it unlawful to picture God 
the Father, when he thought the whole art of painting and 
making images to be unlawful, as I have already proved. But 
however, let us see. He is very curious that nothing should be 
used by Christians or in the service of God, which is used on, or 
by, or towards idols; and because they did paint and picture 
their idols, cast, or carve them, therefore nothing of that kind 
ought to be tn rebus Dei, as Tertullian’s phrase ist. But the 
sum of his discourse is this; “ The heathens use to picture their 
false gods; that indeed befits them, but therefore is unfit for 
God; and therefore we are to flee, not only from idolatry, but 
from idols; in which affair a word does change the case, and that 
which before it was said to appertain to idols was lawful, by that 
very word was made unlawful, and therefore much more by a 
shape or figure ; and therefore flee from the shape of them ; for 
it is an unworthy thing that the image of the living God should 
be made the image of an idol or a dead thing. For the idols of 
the heathens are silver and gold, and have eyes without sight, 
and noses without smell, and hands without feeling.” So far 
Tertullian argues. And what can more plainly give his sense 
and meaning in this article? If the very image of an idol be un- 
lawful, much more is it unlawful to make an image or idol of the 
living God, or represent him by the image of a dead man. 

But this argument is further and more plainly set down by 
Athanasius, whose book against the Gentiles is spent in reprov- 


r Page 28. 8 De Corona Milit. fiat: Si enim verbo nudo conditio pollui- 
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ing the images of God real or imaginary ; insomuch that he af- 
firms that the Gentiles dishonour even their false gods by making 
images of them, and that they might better have passed for gods, 
if they had not represented them by visible images. And there- 
fore", “ that the religion of making images of their gods is not 
piety, but impious. For to know God we need no outward thing; 
the way of truth will direct us to him. And if any man ask 
which is that way, viz. to know God, I shall say, it is the soul 
of a man, and that understanding which is planted in us; for 
by that alone God can be seen and understood.” The same 
Father does discourse many excellent things to this purpose ; as 
that a man is the only image of God ; Jesus Christ is the per- 
fect image of his glory, and he only represents his essence ; and 
man is made in the likeness of God, and therefore he also in a 
less perfect manner represents God : besides these, if any man 
desires to see God, let him look in the book of the creature, and 
all the world is the image and lively representment of God’s 
power and his wisdom, his goodness and his bounty. But to re- 
present God in a carved stone or a painted table does depaupe- 
rate our understanding of God, and dishonours him below the 
painter’s art ; for it represents him lovely only by that art, and 
therefore less than him that painted it. But that which Atha- 
nasius adds is very material, and gives great reason of the com- 
mand, why God should severely forbid any image of himself : 
Calamitati enim et tyrannidi servientes homines unicum illud est 
nulli communicabile Dei nomen lignis lapidibusque imposuerunt : 
“ Some in sorrow for their dead children made their images, 
and fancied that presence ; some desiring to please their tyran- 
nous princes, put up their statues, and at distance by a fantasti- 
cal presence flattered them with honours. And in process of 
time these were made gods; and the incommunicable name was 
given to wood and stones.” Not that the heathens thought that 
image to be very God, but that they were imaginarily present in 
them, and so had their name. Hujusmodi igutur initiis idolorum 
inventio scriptura teste apud homines cepit. Thus idolatry began, 
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presentiam signant, atque adeo acsi Deum 
significantia Divinis digne censentur ho- 
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saith the scripture, and thus it was promoted; and the event 
was, they made pitiful conceptions of God; they confined his 
presence to a statue ; they worshipped him with the lowest way 
imaginable ; they descended from all spirituality and the noble 
ways of understanding, and made wood and stone to be as it 
were a body to the Father of spirits; they gave the incommu- 
nicable name not only to dead men, and angels, and demons, 
but to the images of them ; and though it is great folly to pic- 
ture angelical spirits and dead heroes, whom they never saw, 
yet by these steps when they had come to picture God himself, 
this was the height of the Gentile impiety, and is but too plain 
a representation of the impiety practised by too many in the 
Roman church. 

But as we proceed further the case will be yet clearer. Con- 
cerning the testimony of Husebius, I wonder that any writer of 
Roman controversies should be ignorant, and being so, should 
confidently say Eusebius hath nothing to this purpose, viz. to 
condemn the picturing of God, when his words are so famous 
that they are recorded in the seventh synod*; and the words 
were occasioned by a solemn message sent to Eusebius by the 
sister of Constantius and wife of Licinius, lately turned from 
being pagan to be Christian, desiring Eusebius to send her the 
picture of our Lord Jesus; to which he answers: Quia vero de 
guadam imagine, quasi Christe, scripsisti, hance volens tibt a nobis 
mitti, quam dreis, et qualem, hanc quam perhibes Christi imaginem ? 
Utrum veram et incommutabilem, & natura characteres suos por- 
tantem? An istam quam propter nos suscepit servi forme schemate 
circumamictus ? Sed de forma quidem Dei nec ipse arbitror te que- 
rere semel ab ipso edoctam, quoniam neque Patrem quis novit nist 
Filius, neque ipsum Filium novit quis aliquando digne, nisi solus 
Pater qui ewm genwit. And a little after: Ques ergo hujusmodi 
dignitatis et gloria vibrantes, et prefulgentes splendores exarare 
potuisset mortuis et tnanimatis coloribus et scripturis umbraticis ? 
And then, speaking of the glory of Christ in mount Tabor, he 
proceeds: Ergo si tune incarnata gus forma tantam virtutem 
sortita est ab inhabitante in se Divinitate mutata, quid oportet 
dicere cum mortalitate exutus, et corruptione ablutus, speciem ser- 
vilis forme in gloriam Domini et Dei commutavit ? Where be- 
sides that Eusebius thinks it unlawful to make a picture of 
Christ, and therefore consequently much more to make a, pic- 
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ture of God; he also tells Constantia, he supposes she did not 
offer at any desire of that. Well, for these three of the Fathers 
we are well enough, but for the rest, the objector says, that they 
“speak only against representing God as in his own essence, 
shape, or form.” To this I answer, that God hath no shape or 
form, and therefore these Fathers could not speak against making 
images of a thing that was not; and as for the images of his es- 
sence, no Christian, no heathen ever pretended to it; and no 
man or beast can be pictured so: no painter can paint an es- 
sence. And therefore although this distinction was lately made 
in the Roman schools, yet the Fathers knew nothing of it, and 
the Roman doctors can make nothing of it, for the reasons now 
told. But the gentleman saith, that some of their church allow 
only and practise the picturing those forms wherein God hath 
appeared. It is very well they do no more; but I pray in what 
forms did God the Father ever appear, or the holy and mysteri- 
ous Trinity ? Or suppose they had, does it follow they may be 
painted? We saw but now out of Eusebius, that it was not es- 
teemed lawful to picture Christ, though he did appear in a human 
body: and although it is supposed that the Holy Ghost did ap- 
pear in the shape of a dove, yet it is forbidden by the sixth general 
council to paint Christ like a lamb, or the Holy Spirit like a dovey. 
Add to this, where did ever the holy and blessed Trinity appear 
like three faces joined in one, or like an old man, with Christ 
crucified leaning on his breast, and a dove hovering over them ; 
and yet however the objector is pleased to mince the matter, 
the doing this is ubique inter catholicos recepta ; and that not 
only to be seen, but to be adored, as I proved a little above by 
testimonies of their own. 

The next charge is concerning S. Hierom, that he says no such 
thing; which matter will soon be at an end, if we see the com- 
mentary he makes on these words of Isaiah”; Cut ergo similem 
fecisti Deum ?—To whom do you liken God? “Or what image 
will ye make for him, who is a spirit, and is in all things, and 
runs every where, and holds the earth in his fist? And he laughs 
at the folly of the nations, that an artist, or a brasier, or a gold- 
smith, or a silversmith makes a god,” viz. by making the image 
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of God. But the objector adds, that it would be long to set down 
the words of the other Fathers quoted by the doctor: and truly 
the doctor thought so too at first ; but because the objector says 
they do not make against what some of his church own and prac- 
tise, I thought it might be worth the reader’s pains to see them. 

The words of S. Austin in this question are very plain and 
decretory#: “For a Christian to place such an image to God, 
(viz. with right and left hand, sitting with bended knees, that is, 
in the shape of a man,) is wickedness ; but much more wicked is 
it to place it in our hearts.” But of this I have given account in 
the preceding section. 

Theodoret, Damascen, and Nicephorus, do so expressly con- 
demn the picturing God, that it is acknowledged by my adver- 
saries; only they fly for succour to the old mumpsimus ; they 
condemn the picturing the essence of God, but not his forms 
and appearances; a distinction which those good old writers 
never thought of, but directly they condemned all images of God 
and the holy Trinity. And the bishops in the seventh synod, 
though they were worshippers of images, yet they thinking that 
angels were corporeal, believed they might be painted, but denied 
it of God expressly. And indeed it were a strange thing that God 
in the Old Testament should so severely forbid any image to be 
made of him, upon this reason, because he is invisible—and he 
presses it passionately by calling it to their memory, that they 
heard a voice, but saw no shape—and yet that both he had for- 
merly and did afterwards shew himself in shapes and forms which 
might be painted, and so the very reason of the commandment 
be wholly void. To which add this consideration, that although 
the angels did frequently appear, and consequently had forms 
possible to be represented in imagery, yet none of the ancients 
did suppose it lawful to paint angels, but they that thought them 
to be corporeal. Tov ddparoyv cixovoypapeiy 7) diamAdocew ovx 
8ctov, said Philob, To which purpose is that of Seneca‘, Effugit 
oculos, cogitatione visendus est: and Antiphanes said of God, 
"OpOadpols ody parat, obdevt Zouxe, Sudtep adtov expabev ef eixdvos 
ovdeis Sdvarar: ‘God is not seen with eyes, he is like to no man; 
therefore no man can by an image know him.” By which it 
appears plainly to be the general opinion of the ancients, that 

a De Fide et Symb.c. 7. Tale enim si- nefarium est, ubi vere templum est. 
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whatever was incorporeal was not to be painted, no, though it 
had appeared in symbolical forms, as confessedly the angels did. 
And of this the second synod of Nice itself is a sufficient wit- 
ness¢; the Fathers of which did all approve the Epistle of John, 
bishop of Thessalonica, in which he largely discourses against the 
picturing of any thing that is incorporeal. He that pleases to 
seo more of this affair may find much more and to very great 
purpose in a little book de Imaginibus, in the first book of the 
Greek and Latin Bibliotheca Patrum® ; out of which I shall only 
transcribe these words: Non esse faciendum imagines Dei: imo st 
quis quid simile attentaverit, hune extremis suppliciis, velutt ethnicis 
communicantem dogmatis, subjicit. Let them translate it that 
please ; only [ remember that Aventinus tells a story, that pope 
John XXII. caused to be burnt for heretics those persons who 
had painted the holy Trinity, which I urge for no other reason 
but to shew how late an innovation of religion this is in the 
church of Rome. The worship of images came in by degrees, 
and it was long resisted, but until of late it never came to the 
height of impiety as to picture God and to worship him by 
images: but this was the state and last perfection of this sin, 
and hath spoiled a great part of Christianity, and turned it back 
to ethnicism. 

But that I may sum up all; I desire the Roman doctors to 
weigh well the words of one of their own popes, Gregory II, to 
the question’ ; Cur tamen Patrem Domini nostri Jesu Christi non 
oculis subjicimus? “ Why do we not subject the Father of our 
Lord Jesus to the eyes?” he answers, Quoniam Dei natura spec- 
tanda propont non potest ac fingt: “‘ The nature of God cannot be 
exposed to be beheld, nor yet feigned.” He did not conclude 
that therefore we cannot make the image of his essence, but 
none at all, nothing of him to be exposed to the sight. And 
that this is his direct and full meaning, besides his own words, 
we may conclude from the note which Baronius makes upon it: 
Postea in usu venisse ut pingatur in ecclesia Pater et Spiritus 
Sanctus ; “ Afterwards it became a use in the church” (viz. the 
Roman) “to paint the Father and the Holy Ghost.” And there- 
fore, besides the impiety of it, the church of Rome is guilty of 
innovation in this particular also, which was the thing I intended 
to prove. 
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THE tree of knowledge became the tree of death to us, and the 
tree of life is now become an apple of contention. The holy sym- 
bols of the eucharist were intended to be a contesseration, and 
an union of Christian societies to God and with one another ; 
and the evil taking it disunites us from God; and the evil un- 
derstanding it divides us from each other. Ovdxodyv dewor, ef yij 
XpnoTy pev apaptoto’ av ypeoy adtiy tuxelv, kakov didacr KapTév. 
And yet if men would but do reason, there were in all religion 
no article which might more easily excuse us from meddling with 
questions about it, than this of the holy sacrament. For as the 
man in Phedrus, that being asked what he carried hidden under 
his cloak, answered, it was hidden under his cloak; meaning that 
he would not have hidden it, but that he intended it should be 
secret: so we may say in this mystery to them that curiously ask 
what or how it is? Mysterium est; it is a sacrament and a mys- 
tery: by sensible instruments it consigns spiritual graces; by 
the creatures it brings us to God; by the body it ministers to 
the spirit. And that things of this nature are undiscernible se- 
crets, we may learn by the experience of those men who have in 
cases not unlike vainly laboured to tell us, how the material fire 
of hell should torment an immaterial soul, and how baptismal 
water should cleanse the spirit, and how a sacrament should nou- 
rish a body, and make it sure of the resurrection. 
i 
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2. It was happy with Christendom, when she in this article 
retained the same simplicity which she always was bound to do 
in her manners and intercourse; that is, to believe the thing* 
heartily, and not to inquire curiously ; and there was peace in 
this article for almost a thousand years together, and yet that 
transubstantiation was not determined, I hope to make very 
evident ; In synaxi transubstantiationem sero definivit ecclesia ; 
diu satis erat credere, sive sub pane consecrato, sive quocunque 
modo adesse verum corpus Christi: so said the great Erasmus: 
“Tt was late before the church defined transubstantiation ; for 
a long time together it did suffice to believe that the true body 
of Christ was present, whether under the consecrated bread or 
any other way :” so the thing was believed, the manner was not 
stood upon. And it is a famous saying of Durandus>, Verbum 
audimus, motum sentimus, modum nescimus, presentiam credimus. 
“ We hear the word, we perceive the motion, we know not the 
manner, but we believe the presence :” and Ferus, of whom Six- 
tus Senensis affirms that he was vir nobiliter doctus, pius et eru- 
ditus, hath these words¢: Cum certum sit ibi esse corpus Christt, 
quid opus est disputare, num panis substantia maneat, vel non ? 
““When it is certain that Christ’s body is there, what need we 
dispute whether the substance of bread remain or no?” and 
therefore Cuthbert Tonstal, bishop of Duresme, would have 
every one left to his conjecture concerning the manner4: De 
modo quo id fieret satius erat curiosum quemque relinquere sue 
conjecture, sicut liberum fuit ante conciliwum Lateranum. “ Be- 
fore the Lateran council it was free for every one to opine as 
they please ;” and it were better it were so now. But S. Cyril 
would not allow so much libertye; not that he would have the 
manner determined, but not so much as thought upon: Firmam 
fidem mysteriis adhibentes, nunquam in tam sublimibus rebus, tllud 
[qguomodo} aut cogitemus aut proferamus. For if we go about to 
think it or understand it, we lose our labour. Quomodo enim 
id fiat, ne in mente intelligere, nec lingua dicere possumus, sed silen- 
tio et firma fide id suscipimus: “ We can perceive the thing by 
faith, but cannot express it in words, nor understand it with 
our mind,” said S. Bernard. Oportet igitur (it is at last after 
the steps of the former progress come to be a duty) nos in sump- 
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tionibus Divinorum mysteriorum, indubitatam retinere fidem, et 
non querere quo pacto. The sum is this. The manner was de- 
fined but very lately ; there is no need at all to dispute it; no 
advantages by it, and therefore it were better it were left at 
liberty to every man to think as he please; for so it was in the 
church for above a thousand years together ; and yet it were 
better men would not at all trouble themselves concerning it ; 
for it is a thing impossible to be understood ; and therefore it is 
not fit to be inquired after. This was their sense: and I suppose 
we do in no sense prevaricate their so pious and prudent counsel 
by saying, “the presence of Christ is real and spiritual ;” because 
this account does still leave the article in its deepest mystery : 
not only because spiritual formalities and perfections are undis- 
cernible and incommensurable by natural proportions and the 
measures of our usual notices of things, but also because the 
word spiritual is so general a term, and operations so various 
and many, by which the Spirit of God brings his purposes to 
pass, and does his work upon the soul, that we are in this spe- 
cific term very far from limiting the article to a minute and 
special manner. Our word of spiritual presence is particular in 
nothing, but that it excludes the corporal and natural manner ; 
we say it is not this, but it is to be understood figuratively, that 
is, not naturally, but to the purposes and in the manner of the 
Spirit and spiritual things, which how they operate or are ef- 
fected, we know no more than we know how a cherub sings or 
thinks, or by what private conveyances a lost notion returns 
suddenly into our memory and stands placed in the eye of 
reason. Christ is present spiritually, that is, by effect and 
blessing ; which in true speaking is rather the consequent of 
his presence than the formality. For though we are taught 
and feel that, yet this we profess we cannot understand, and 
therefore curiously inquire not. Zadis eAeyxos amorias 16 Tas 
mept Ocod A€yev, said Justin Martyr, “ it is a manifest argu- 
ment of infidelity to inquire concerning the things of God, how, 
or after what manner?” And in this it was that many of the 
Fathers of the church laid their hands upon their mouths, and 
revered the mystery, but like the remains of the sacrifice, they 
burnt it; that is, as themselves expound the allegory, it was to 
be adored by faith, and not to be discussed with reason ; know- 
ing that, as Solomon said, Scrutator majestatis opprimetur a 
112 
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gloria: “He.that pries too far into the majesty shall be con- 
founded with the glory.” 

3. So far it was very well; and if error or interest had not 
anravelled the secret, and looked too far into the sanctuary, 
where they could see nothing but a cloud of fire, majesty and 
secresy indiscriminately mixt together, we had kneeled before 
the same altars, and adored the same mystery, and communi- 
cated in the same rites to this day. For in the thing itself 
there is no difference amongst wise and sober persons, nor ever 
was till the manner became an article, and declared or supposed 
to be of the substance of the thing. But now the state of the 
question is this. 

4. The doctrine of the church of England and generally of the 
protestants in this article is, that after the minister of the holy 
mysteries hath ritely prayed, and blessed or consecrated the 
bread and the wine, the symbols become changed into the body 
and blood of Christ, after a sacramental, that is, in a spiritual 
real manner ; so that all that worthily communicate do by faith 
receive Christ really, effectually, to all the purposes of his passion: 
the wicked receive not Christ, but the bare symbols only; but 
yet to their hurts, because the offer of Christ is rejected, and 
they pollute the blood of the covenant, by using it as an unholy 
thing. The result of which doctrine is this: it is bread, and it 
is Christ’s body: it is bread in substance, Christ in the sacra- 
ment; and Christ is as really given to all that are truly dis- 
posed as the symbols are; each as they can; Christ as Christ can 
be given; the bread and wine as they can; and to the same real 
purposes to which they are designed ; and Christ does as really 
nourish and sanetify the soul as the elements do the body. It 
is here as in the other sacrament; for as there natural water 
becomes the laver of regeneration, so here bread and wine be- 
come the body and blood of Christ; but there and here too, 
the first substance is changed by grace, but remains the same in 
nature. 

5. That this is the doctrine of the church of England is appa- 
rent in the Church Catechism ; affirming the inward part or 
thing signified by the consecrated bread and wine to be “the 
body and blood of Christ, which are verily and indeed taken and 
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received of the faithful in the Lord’s Supper ;” and the benefit of 
it to be, “the strengthening and refreshing of our souls by the 
body and blood of Christ, as our bodies are by the bread and 
wine :” and the same is repeated severally in the exhortation, and 
in the prayer of the address before the consecration, in the canon 
of our Communion ; verily and indeed is reipsa, that is really 
enough; that is our sense of the real presence; and Calvin 
affirms as much, saying, ‘In the supper Christ Jesus, viz. his 
body and blood, is truly given under the signs of bread and 
wine.” And Gregory de Valentia gives this account of the doc- 
trine of the protestants, that although Christ be corporally in 
heaven, yet is he received of the faithful communicants in this 
sacrament truly, both spiritually by the mouth of the mind, 
through a most near conjunction of Christ with the soul of the 
receiver by faith, and also sacramentally with the bodily mouth, 
&e. And which is the greatest testimony of all, we, who best 
know our own minds, declare it to be so. 

6. Now that the spiritual is also a real presénce, and that they 
are hugely consistent, is easily credible to them that believe that 
the gifts of the Holy Ghost are real graces, and a spirit is a 
proper substance: and 7a vonra are amongst the Hellenists’ra dvra, 
intelligible things, or things discerned by the mind of a man, 
are more truly and really such, and of a more excellent substance 
and reality, than things only sensible. And therefore when 
things spiritual are signified by materials, the thing under the 
figure is called ¢rue, and the material part is opposed to it, as 
less true or real. The examples of this are not infrequent in 
scripture; the tabernacle, into which the high priest entered, was a 
type or figure of heaven. Heaven itself is called oxnvi ddnOiwh, 
the true tabernacle\, and yet the other was the material part. 
And when they are joined together, that is, when a thing is 
expressed by a figure, dAn67, true’, is spoken of such things 
though they are spoken figuratively: Christ, the true Light, that 
lighteth every man that cometh into the world\: he is also the true 
vinem, and vere cibus, truly or really meat; and panis verus ¢ 
ceelo, the true bread from heaven" ; and spiritual goods are called 
the true riches®: and in the same analogy, the spiritual presence 
of Christ is the most true, real, and effective; the other can be 
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but the image and shadow of it, something in order to this: for 
if it were in the sacrament naturally or corporeally, it could be 
but in order to this spiritual, celestial, and effective presence, as 
appears beyond exception in this; that the faithful and pious 
communicants receive the ultimate end of his presence, that is, 
spiritual blessings; the wicked (who by the affirmation of the 
Roman doctors do receive Christ’s body and blood in the natural 
and corporal manner?) fall short of that for which this is given, 
that is, of the blessings and benefits. 

7. So that (as S. Paul said), he is not a Jew who is one out- 
wardly, neither is that circumcision which is outward in the flesh. 
But he ts a Jew which is one inwardly, év r@ xpva7@ "lovdaios, and 
nepitouy Kkapdlas ev mvedpart, that is the real Jew, and the true 
circumcision that which is of the heart and in the spirit ; and in 
this sense it is that Nathanael is said to be dAnOé@s "IopanAtrns, 
really and truly an Israelitet: so we may say of the blessed sa- 
crament, Christ is more truly and really present in spiritual pre- 
sence than in corporal, in the heavenly effect than in the natural 
being; this if it were at all, can be but the less perfect ; and 
therefore we are to the most real purposes, and in the proper 
sense of scripture, the more real defenders of the real presence of 
Christ in the sacrament; for the spiritual sense is the most real, 
and most true, and most agreeable to the analogy and style of 
scripture, and right reason, and common manner of speaking. 
For every degree of excellency is a degree of being, of reality 
and truth; and therefore spiritual things, being more excellent 
than corporal and natural, have the advantage both in truth and 
reality. And this is fully the sense of the Christians who use the 
Kgyptian liturgy: Sanctifica nos Domine noster, sicut sanctificastt 
has oblationes propositas, sed fecisti illas non fictas, (that is for 
real,) et quicguid apparet est mysterium tuum spiritale, (that is for 
spiritual.) To all which I add the testimony of Bellarmine con- 
cerning S. Austins; Apud Augustinum sepissime, illud solum dict 
tale, et vere tale, quod habet effectum suum conjunctum : res enim 
ex fructu estimatur : itaque illos dicit vere comedere corpus Christi, 
que utiliter comedunt : “They only truly eat Christ’s body that 
eat it with effect; for then a thing is really or truly such, when 
it is not to no purpose, when it hath its effect.” And in his 
eleventh book against Faustus the Manichee, chap. 7, he shews, 
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that in scripture the words are often so taken as to signify, not 
the substance, but the quality and effect of a thing. So when it 
is said, Flesh and blood shall not inherit the kingdom of God, that 
is, corruption shall not inherit : and in the resurrection our bodies 
are said to be spiritual, that is, not in substance, but in effect 
and operation: and in the same manner he often speaks con- 
cerning the blessed sacrament; and Clemens Romanus affirms 
expressly, Todr’ ort meiv 16 alua tot "Inoot, tis Kuptaxis pera- 
AaBety apOapoias : “This is to drink the blood of Jesus, to par- 
take of the Lord’s immortality.” 

8. This may suffice for the word real which the English papists 
much use, but as appears with less reason than the sons of the 
church of England; and when the real presence is denied, the 
word real is taken for natural, and does not signify transcenden- 
ter, or in his just and most proper signification. But the word 
substantialiter is also used by protestants in this question, which 
I suppose may be the same with that which is in the article of 
Trent'; Sacramentaliter presens salvator substantia sua nobis 
adest, ‘In substance, but after a sacramental manner :” which 
words, if they might be understood in the sense in which the 
protestants use them, that is, really, truly, without fiction or the 
help of fancy, but tn ret veritate, so, as Philo calls spiritual things 
dvayxatdrarat ovoiat, “most necessary, useful, and material sub- 
stances,” it might become an instrument of an united confession : 
and this is the manner of speaking which S. Bernard used in his 
sermon of S. Martin, where he affirms", /n sacramento exhibert 
nobis veram carnis substantiam, sed spiritualiter, non carnaliter ; 
“In the sacrament is given us the true substance of Christ’s 
body or flesh, but not carnally, but spiritually ;” that is, not to 
our mouths but to our hearts, not to be chewed by teeth, but to 
be eaten by faith. But they mean it otherwise, as I shall de- 
monstrate by and by. In the mean time it is remarkable, that 
Bellarmine, when he is stating this question, seems to say the 
same thing, for which he quotes the words of S. Bernard now 
mentioned ; for he says that “‘ Christ’s body is there truly, sub- 
stantially, really, but not corporally ; nay, you may say spirit- 
ually :” and now a man would think we had him sure; but his 
nature is labile and slippery, you are never the nearer for this ; 
for first he says, ‘It is not safe to use the word spiritually, nor 
yet safe to say, he is not there corporally, lest it be understood, 
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not of the manner of his presence, but to the exclusion of the 
nature.” For he intends not (for all these fine words) that 
Christ’s body is present spiritually, as the word is used in scrip- 
ture, and in all common notices of usual speaking; but spiritually 
with him signifies ‘after the manner of spirits,” which, besides 
that it is cozening the world in the manner of expression, is also 
a direct folly and contradiction, that a body should be substan- 
tially present, that is, with the nature of a body, naturally, and 
yet be not as a body but as a spirit, with that manner of being 
with which a spirit is distinguished from a body. In vain there- 
fore it is that he denies the carnal manner, and admits a spiritual, 
and ever after requires that we believe a carnal presence, even in 
the very manner. But this caution and exactness in the use of 
the word spiritual is therefore carefully to be observed, lest the 
contention of both parties should seem trifling, and to be for 
nothing. We say that Christ’s body is in the sacrament really, 
but spiritually. They say it is there really, but spiritually. For 
so Bellarmine is bold to say that the word may be allowed in 
this question. Where now is the difference? Here, by spiritually 
they mean “ present after the manner of a spirit ;”” by spiritually 
we mean, “ present to our spirits only ;”” that is, so as Christ is 
not present to any other sense but that of faith or spiritual sus- 
ception; but their way makes his body to be present no way 
but that which is impossible and implies a contradiction ; a body 
not after the manner of a body. a body like a spirit; a body with- 
out a body, and a sacrifice of body and blood, without blood : 
corpus imcorporeum, cruor incruentus. They say that Christ’s 
body is truly present there as it was upon the cross, but not 
after the manner of all or any body, but after that manner of 
being as an angel is in a place. That is their spiritually. But 
we by the real spiritual presence of Christ do understand Christ 
to be present, as the Spirit of God is present in the hearts of 
the faithful, by blessing and grace; and this is all which we 
mean besides the tropical and figurative presence. 

9. That which seems of hardest explication is the word corpo- 
raliter, which I find that Melanchthon used; saying, corporaliter 
quoque communicatione carnis Christi Christum in nobis habitare ; 
which manner of speaking I have heard he avoided after he had 
conversed with Cicolampadius, who was able then to teach him 
and most men in that question; but the expression may become 
warrantable, and consonant to our doctrine, and means no more 
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than really and without fiction, or beyond a figure: like that of 
S. Paul, in Christ dwelleth the fulness of the Godhead bodilyy : 
upon which S. Austin says, Jn ipso inhabitat plenitudo Divinitatis 
corporaliter, quia in templo habitaverat umbraliter, and in 8. Paul, 
oxla, kal oGua are opposed, which are a shadow of things to come, 
but the body is of Christx ; that is, the substance, the reality, the 
correlative of the type and figure, the thing signified: and among 
the Greeks, cwparonoveiv signifies solidare, to make firm, real, 
and consistent, but armong the Fathers, cua, or body, signifies 
Tv TO €k TO pH OvTos ets TO etvar yevsuevor, “ every thing that is 
produced from nothing,”’ saith Phavorinus ; that is, every thing 
that is real extra non ens, that hath a proper being; so that we, 
receiving Christ in the sacrament corporally or bodily, under- 
stand that we do it really, by the ministry of our bodies receiv- 
ing him unto our souls. And thus we affirm Christ’s body to 
be present in the sacrament; not only in type or figure, but in 
blessing and real effect; that is, more than in the types of the 
law, the shadows were of the law, but the body is of Christy. 
And besides this, the word corporally may be very well used 
when by it is only understood a corporal sign. So S. Cyril of 
Jerusalem, in his third Catechism, says, “that the Holy Ghost 
did descend corporally in the likeness of a dove,” that is, in a 
type or representment of a dove’s body, (for so he and many of 
the ancients did suppose,) and so he again uses the word 2 ; 
“‘ Jesus Christ as a man did inspire the Holy Spirit corporally 
into his apostles ;” where, by corporally it is plain he means by 
a corporal or material sign or symbol, viz. by breathing upon 
them and saying, Receive ye the Holy Ghost. In either of these 
senses if the word be taken, it may indifferently be used in this 
question. 

10. I have been the more careful to explain the question, and 
the use of these words according to our meaning in the question, 
for these two reasons: 1. Because until we are agreed upon the 
signification of the words, they are equivocal; and by being used 
on both sides to several purposes, sometimes are pretended as 
instruments of union, but indeed effect it not; but sometimes 
displease both parties, while each suspects the word in a wrong 
sense. And this hath with very ill effect been observed in the 
conferences for composing the difference in this question; par- 
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ticularly that of Poissy, where it was propounded in these words; 
aCredimus in usu cone Dominice vere, reipsa, substantialiter, seu 
in substantia verum corpus, et sanguinem Christi spiritualt et inef- 
Sabili modo esse, exhiberi, sumi a fidelibus communicantibus. Beza 
and Gallasius for the reformed, and Espenceeus and Monlucius 
for the Romanists, undertook to propound it to their parties. 
But both rejected it; for though the words were not disliked, 
yet they suspected each other’s sense. But now that I have 
declared what is meant by us in these words, they are made 
useful in the explicating the question. 2. But because the words 
do perfectly declare our sense, and are owned publicly in our 
doctrine and manner of speaking, it will be in vain to object 
against us those sayings of the Fathers which use the same ex- 
pressions: for if by virtue of those words, really, substantially, 
corporally, verily, and indeed, and Christ’s body and blood, the 
Fathers shall be supposed to speak for transubstantiation, they 
may as well suppose it to be our doctrine too, for we use the 
same words; and therefore those authorities must signify no- 
thing against us, unless these words can be proved in them to 
signify more than our sense of them does import: and by this 
truth many, very many of their pretences are evacuated. 

11. One thing more I am to note in order to the same pur- 
poses; that in the explication of this question it is much insisted 
upon, that it be inquired whether, when we say we believe Christ’s 
body to be really in the sacrament, we mean, that body, that flesh, 
that was born of the Virgin Mary, that was crucified, dead and 
buried? I answer, I know none else that he had or hath; there 
is but one body of Christ natural and glorified; but he that says 
that body is glorified which was crucified, says it is the same 
body, but not after the same manner>: and go it is in the sa- 
crament; we eat and drink the body and blood of Christ that 
was broken and poured forth, for there is no other body, no 
other blood of Christ; but though it is the same which we eat 
and drink, yet it is in another mannere. And therefore when 
any of the Protestant divines, or any of the Fathers, deny that 
body which was born of the Virgin Mary, that which was cru- 
cified, to be eaten in the sacrament, as Bertram, as S. Hierom, 

a Eccles. Hist. Eccles. Gallic. 1. 4. p.604, b See bishop Ridley’s answer to Cur- 
605. et Comment. de Statu Relig. et Reip. tops first argument in his disp. at Oxford, 
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as Clemens Alexandrinus‘ expressly affirm; the meaning is easy; 
they intend that it is not eaten in a natural sense, and then calling 
it corpus spirituale, the word spiritual is not a substantial predi- 
cation, but is an affirmation of the manner, though in disputation 
it be made the predicate of a proposition, and the opposite mem- 
ber of a distinction. ‘ That body which was crucified is not 
that body that is eaten in the sacrament,” if the intention of the 
proposition be to speak of the eating it in the same manner of 
being; but “that body which was crucified, the same body we 
do eat,” if the intention be to speak of the same thing in several 
manners of being and operating: and this I noted, that we may 
not be prejudiced by words, when the notion is certain and easy: 
and thus far is the sense of our doctrine in this article. 

12. On the other side, the church of Rome uses the same 
words we do, but wholly to other purposes®, affirming, 1. That 
after the words of consecration, on the altar there is no bread, 
in the chalice there is no wine. 2%. That the accidents, that is, 
the colour, the shape, the bigness, the weight, the smell, the 
nourishing qualities of bread and wine do remain; but neither 
in the bread, nor in the body of Christ, but by themselves; that 
is, so that there is whiteness and nothing white ; sweetness and 
nothing sweet, &c. 3. That in the place of the substance of 
bread and wine, there is brought the natural body of Christ, 
and his blood that was shed upon the cross. 4. That the flesh 
of Christ is eaten by every communicant, good and bad, worthy 
and unworthy. 5. That this is conveniently, properly, and 
most aptly called transubstantiation, that is, a conversion of the 
whole substance of bread into the substance of Christ’s natural 
body, of the whole substance of the wine into his blood. In the 
process of which doctrine they oppose spiritualiter to sacramen- 
taliter and realiter‘, supposing the spiritual manducation, though 
done in the sacrament by a worthy receiver, not to be sacra- 
mental and real. 

13. So that now the question is not, whether the symbols be 
changed into Christ’s body and blood or no? for it is granted on 
all sides; but whether this conversion be sacramental and figu- 
rative, or whether it be natural and bodily? Nor is it whether 


d Dupliciter vero sanguis Christi et caro Ephes. c. 1. 
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Christ be really taken, but whether he be taken in a spiritual or 
in a natural manner? We say the conversion is figurative, mys- 
terious, and sacramental; they say it is proper, natural, and cor- 
poral: we affirm that Christ is really taken by faith, by the spirit, 
to all real effects of his passion; they say, he is taken by the 
mouth, and that the spiritual and the virtual taking him in vir- 
tue or effect is not sufficient, though done also in the sacrament. 
Hie Rhodus, hic saltus. This thing I will try by scripture, by 
reason, by sense, and by tradition. 


SECTION II. 
Transubstantiation not warrantable by Scripture. 


1. Tue scriptures pretended for it are S. John vi. and the 
words of institution, recorded by three evangelists and S. Paul. 
Concerning which I shall first lay this prejudice, that by the con- 
fession of the Romanists themselves, men learned and famous in 
their generations, nor these places, nor any else in scripture are 
sufficient to prove transubstantiation. Cardinal Cajetan affirms 
that there is in scripture nothing of force or necessity, to infer 
transubstantiation out of the words of institution, and that the 
words seclusa ecclesie authoritate, setting aside the decree of the 
church, are not sufficient. This is reported by Suarez®; but he 
says that the words of Cajetan by the command of Pius V_ were 
left out of the Roman edition, and he adds that Cajetanus solus 
ex catholicis hoc docwit, he only of their side taught it, which is 
carelessly affirmed by the Jesuit; for another cardinal, bishop of 
Rochester, John Fisher, affirmed the same thing® ; for speaking 
of the words of institution recorded by S. Matthew, he says ; 
Neque ullum hie verbum posituim est quo probetur in nostra massa 
veram fiert carnis et sanguinis Christi presentiam: “ There are 
no words set down here, (viz. in the words of institution,) by 
which it may be proved, that in our mass there is a true presence 
of the flesh and blood of Christ. To this I add a third cardinal, 
bishop of Cambray de Aliaco‘, who though he likes the opinion, 
because it was then more common, that the substance of bread 
does not remain after consecration: yet ea non sequitur evidenter 
ex seripturis, it does not follow evidently from scripture. 

2. To these three cardinals I add the concurrent testimony of 
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two famous schoolmen: Johannes Duns Scotus, who for his rare 
wit and learning became a father of a scholastical faction in the 
schools of Rome, affirms’, Non extare locum ullum scripture, tam 
expressum, ut sine ecclesice declaratione evidenter cogat transubstanti- 
ationem admuttere : “ There is no place of scripture so express, that 
without the declaration of the church it can evidently compel us 
to admit transubstantiation.” And Bellarmine! himself says that 
it is not altogether improbable, since it is affirmed a doctissimis et 
acutissimis hominibus, “by most learned and most acute men.” 
The bishop of Frreux, who was afterwards cardinal Richelieu, 
not being well pleased with Scotus in this question, said that 
Scotus had only considered the testimonies of the Fathers cited by 
Gratian, Peter Lombard, Aquinas, and the schoolmen before him. 
Suppose that. But these testimonies are not few, and the witty 
man was as able to understand their opinion by their words as any 
man since; and therefore we have the in-come of so many Fa- 
thers as are cited by the canon law, the Master of the Sentences 
and his scholars, to be partly a warrant, and none of them to 
contradict the opinion of Scotus™, who neither believed it to 
be taught evidently in scripture nor by the Fathers. 

3. The other schoolman I am to reckon in this account is 
Gabriel Biel." Quomodo ibi sit corpus Christi, an per conver- 
sionem alicujus in ipsum, an sine conversione incipiat esse corpus 
Christi cum pane, manentibus substantia et accidentibus panis, 
non invenitur expressum in canone Biblia: “ How the body of 
Christ is there, whether by conversion of any thing into it, or 
without conversion it begin to be the body of Christ with the 
bread, the accidents and the substance of the bread still remain- 
ing, is not found expressed in the canon of the Bible.” Hitherto 
I could add the concurrent testimony of Ocham in 4. q.6. of 
Johannes de Bassolis, who is called doctor ordinatissimus, but 
that so much to the same purpose is needless, and the thing is 
confessed to be the opinion of many writers of their own party, 
as appears in Salmeron®. And Melchior Canus?, bishop of the 
Canaries, amongst the things not expressed in scripture reckons 
the conversion of the bread and wine into the body and blood of 
Christ. 

4. If it be said that the church’s determination is a better in- 
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terpreter of scripture than they, it is granted; but did the church 
ever interpret scripture to signify transubstantiation, and say 
that by the force of the words of scripture it was to be believed? 
If she did not, then to say she is a better interpreter, is to no 
purpose; for though the church be a better interpreter than 
they, yet they did not contradict each other ; and their sense 
might be the sense of the church. But if the church before their 
time had expounded it against their sense, and they not submit 
to it, how do you reckon them catholics, and not me? for it is 
certain if the church expounding scripture did declare it to sig- 
nify transubstantiation, they did not submit themselves and their 
writings to the church. But if the church had not in their times 
done it, and hath done it since, that is another consideration, 
and we are left to remember that till Cajetan’s time, that is, till 
Luther’s time, the church had not declared that scripture did 
prove transubstantiation; and since that time we know who hath; 
but not the church catholic. 

5. And indeed it had been strange, if the cardinals of Cam- 
bray, de Sanctovio, and of Rochester, that Scotus and Biel 
should never have heard that the church had declared that the 
words of scripture did infer transubstantiation. And it is 
observable that all these lived long after the article itself was 
said to be decreed in the Lateran; where, if the article itself 
was declared, yet it was not declared as from scripture; or 
if it was, they did not believe it. But it is an usual device 
amongst their writers to stifle their reason, or to secure them- 
selves with a submitting to the authority of their church, even 
against their argument; and if any one speaks a bold truth, he 
cannot escape the inquisition, unless he compliment the church, 
and with a civility tell her that she knows better: which in plain 
English is no otherwise than the fellow that did penance for say- 
ing the priest lay with his wife: he was forced to say, “‘ Tongue, 
thou liest,” though he was sure his “eyes did not lie.” And this 
is that which Scotus said; “ Transubstantiation without the de- 
termination of the church is not evidently inferred from scripture.” 
This, I say, is a compliment, and was only to secure the friar from 
the inquisitors; or else was a direct stifling of his reason; for 
it contains in it a great error, or a worse danger : for if the ar- 
ticle be not contained so in scripture as that we are bound to 
believe it by its being there, then the church must make a new 
article, or it must remain as it was; that is, obscure: and we 
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uncompelled and still at liberty. For she cannot declare, unless it 
be so: she declares what is or what is not: if what is not, she de- 
clares a lie: if what is, then it is in scripture before, and then we are 
compelled, that is, we ought to have believed it. If it be said it was 
there, but in itself obscurely ; I answer, then so it is still; for if 
it was obscurely there, and not only guoad nos, or by defect on 
our part, she cannot say it is plain there; neither can she alter 
it, for if she sees it plain, then it was plain ; if it be obscure, then 
she sees it obscurely ; for she sees it as it is, or else she sees it not 
at all; and therefore must declare it to be so; that is, probably, 
obscurely, peradventure, but not evidently, compellingly, neces- 
sarily. 

6. So that if, according to the casuists, especially of the Jesuits’ 
order, it be lawful to follow the opinion of any one probable doc- 
tor; here we have five “good men and true,” besides Ocham, 
Bassolis, and Melchior Canus, to acquit us from our search after 
this question in scripture. But because this, although it satisfies 
me, will not satisfy them that follow the decree of Trent, we will 
try whether this doctrine be to be found in scripture. Pede pes. 


SECTION III. 
Of the Sixth Chapter of St. John’s Gospel. 


1. In this chapter it is earnestly pretended that our blessed 
Saviour taught the mystery of tranaubstantiation, but with some 
different opinions; for in this question they are divided all the 
way: some reckon the whole sermon as the proof of it, from 
verse 33 to 58; though how to make them friends with 
Bellarmine I understand not; who says?, “ Constat, it is known 
that the eucharist is not handled in the whole chapter : for Christ 
there discourses of natural bread, the miracle of the loaves, of faith, 
and of the incarnation, is a great part of the chapter ;” solum igt- 
tur questio est de illis verbis, Panis quem ego dabo, caro mea est 
pro mundi vita, et de sequentibus, fere ad _finem capitis : “The ques- 
tion only is concerning those words, verse 51; The bread which 
L will give is my flesh, which I will give for the life of the world ; 
and so forward almost until the end of the chapter.” The rea- 
son which is pretended for it is, because Christ speaks in the 
future, and therefore probably relates to the institution which 
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was to be next year; but this is a trifle, for the same thing in 
effect is before spoken in the future tense, and by way of pro- 
mise; Labour not for the meat that perisheth, but for that meat that 
endureth to everlasting life, which the Son of man shall give unto 
you. The same also is affirmed by Christ under the expression 
of water, S. John iv. 14, He that drinketh the water which I 
shall give him shall never thirst ; but the water which I shall give 
him shall be a fountain of water springing up to life eternal. 
The places are exactly parallel; and yet as this is not meant 
of baptism, so neither is the other of the eucharist; but both 
of them of spiritual sumption of Christ. And both of them 
being promises to them that shall come to Christ and be united 
to him, it were strange if they were not expressed in the future ; 
for although they always did signify in present, and i sensu 
currenti, yet because they are of never-failing truth, to express 
them in the future is most proper, that the expectation of them 
may appertain to all, 
‘* Ad natos natorum et qui nascentur ab illis.” 

But then, because Christ said, The bread which I will give is my 
flesh, which I will give for the life of the world; to suppose this 
must be meant of a corporal mandueation of his flesh in the 
holy sacrament, is as frivolous as if it were said that nothing 
that is spoken in the future can be figurative; and if so, then 
let it be considered what is meant by these'; To him that over- 
comes I will give to eat of the tree of life: and, To him that over- 
comes I will give to eat of the hidden manna: these promises are 
future, but certainly figurative ; and therefore why it may not 
be so here, and be understood of eating Christ spiritually or by 
faith, [am certain there is no cause sufficient in this excuse. 
For if eating Christ by faith be a thing of all times, then it is 
also of the future; and no difference of time is so apt to express 
an eternal truth as is the future, which is always in flux and 
potential signification. But the secret of the thing was this: 
the arguments against the sacramental sense of these words 
drawn from the following verses between this and the fifty-first 
verse could not so well be answered, and therefore Bellarmine 
found out the trick of confessing all till you come thither, as 
appears in his answer to the ninth argument'—* that of some 
catholics.” However, as to the article I am to say these things. 
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2. (1.) That very many of the most learned Romanists affirm, 
that in this chapter Christ does not speak of sacramental or oral 
manducation, or of the sacrament at all. Johannes de Ragusiot, 
Biel", Cusanus*, Ruard Tappery, Cajetan 2, Hessels, Jansenius>, 
Waldensis¢, Armachanus4¢, save only that Bellarmine, going to 
excuse it, says in effect that they did not do it very honestly ; 
for he affirms that they did it, that they might confute the Huss- 
ites and the Lutherans about the communion under both kinds: 
and if it be so, and be not so, as it may serve a turn, it is so for 
transubstantiation, and it is not so for the half-communion, we 
have but little reason to rely upon their judgment or candour in 
any exposition of scripture. But it is no new thing for some sort 
of men to do so. The heretic Severus, in Anastasius Sinaita, 
maintained it lawful, and even necessary, de? mpds rots Katpods Kat 
Tas dvaxuTToveas alpécers TA Sdypata Xpiotod petaddAdrrew Kal pe- 
Tappv0uicer dat, according to occasions and emergent heresies to 
alter and change the doctrines of Christ: and the cardinal of 
Cusa® affirmed it lawful “ diversely to expound the scriptures ac- 
cording to the times.” So that we know what precedents and 
authorities they can urge for so doing: and I doubt not but it 
is practised too often, since it was offered to be justified by Dureus 
against Whitaker. 

3. (2.) These great clerks had reason to expound it not to be 
meant of sacramental manducation, to avoid the unanswerable 
argument against their half-communion : for so Christ said, Un- 
less ye eat the flesh of the Son of man, and drink his blood, ye have 
no life in you. It is therefore as necessary to drink the chalice 
as to eat the bread, and we perish if we omit either. And their 
new whimsy of concomitancy will not serve the turn, because there 
it is sanguis effusus, that is, sacramentally poured forth; blood 
that is poured forth, not that is in the body. 2. If it were in the 
body, yet a man by no concomitancy can be said to drink what 
he only eats. 3. If in the sacramental body, Christ gave the 
blood by concomitancy, then he gave the blood twice ; which to 
what purpose it might be done is not yet revealed. 4. If the 
blood be by concomitancy in the body, then so is the body with 
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the blood; and then it will be sufficient to drink the chalice with- 
out the host, as to eat the host without the chalice; and then 
we must drink his flesh as well as eat his blood; which if we 
could suppose to be possible, yet the precept of eating his flesh 
and drinking his blood were not observed by drinking that which 
is to be eaten, and eating that which is to be drunk. But cer- 
tainly they are fine propositions which cannot be true, unless we 
can eat our drink and drink our meat, unless bread be wine and 
wine be bread; or, to speak in their style, unless the body be 
the blood and the blood the body; that is, unless each of the 
two symbols be the other as much as itself, as much that which 
it is not as that which it is. And this thing their own pope In- 
nocentius the Chirdf, and from him Vasquez’ noted, and Sal- 
meron }, who affirmed that Christ commanded the manner as well 
as the thing, and that without eating and drinking, the precept 
of Christ is not obeyed. 

4. (3.) But whatever can come of this, yet upon the account 
of these words so expounded by some of the Fathers concerning 
oral manducation and potation, they believed themselves bound 
by the same necessity to give the eucharist to infants as to give 
them baptism, and did for above seven ages together practise 
iti, And let these men, that will have these words spoken of 
the eucharist, answer the argument. Bellarmine is troubled with 
it, and, instead of answering, increases the difficulty, and con- 
cludes firmly against himself, saying, “If the words be under- 
stood of eating Christ’s body spiritually, or by faith, it will be 
more impossible to infants; for it is easier to give them ¢tinc- 
tum panem, bread dipped in the chalice, than to make them be- 
eve.” To this I reply, that therefore it is spoken to infants in 
neither sense, neither is any law at all given to them; and no 
laws can be understood as obligatory to them in that capacity. 
But then, although I have answered the argument, because I 
believe it not to be meant in the sacramental sense to any, nor 
in the spiritual sense to them, yet Bellarmine hath not answered 
the pressure that lies upon his cause‘; for since it is certain 


f Lib. 4. de Miss. Myster. c. a1. papa ibid. Paulinus episc. Nolanus A.D. 
& In 3. t. 3. disp. 216. n. go. 353. Epist. 12. ad Severum. Paulinus de 
h Tom. 8. tr. 24. infantibus ait, Pura salutiferis imbuit ora 


iClem. Rom. 1.8. c.20. Constit. Apost. cibis. Hic mos duravit ad tempora Ludo- 
Eccles. Hierarch. cap. ult. Gennadius vici Pii, et Lotharii, ait Beat. Rhenan. in 
cap. 52. de Dogmat. Eccles. cap. de Sab- Tertull. de Cor. Milit. 
batho Sancto Paschatis. 8. Cyprian, Epist. k L. 1. Euchar. c. 7. sect. Respondeo 
§9. ad Fiduc. Concil. Tolet. 2. c. 1x. communem. 
S. August. Epist. 93. et 106. Innocentius 


3—5. Christ in the Holy Sacrament. 499 


(and he confesses it) that it is easier, that is, it is possible, to 
give infants the sacrament; it follows, that if here the sacrament 
be meant, infants are obliged ; that is, the church is obliged to 
minister it, as well as baptism; there being in virtue of these 
words the same necessity, and in the nature of the thing the 
same possibility of their receiving it. But then, on the other 
side, no inconvenience can press our interpretation of “ spiritual 
eating Christ by faith,” because it being naturally impossible that 
infants should believe, they cannot be concerned in an impossi- 
ble commandment. So that we can answer S. Austin’s and In- 
nocentius his arguments for communicating of infants, but they 
cannot. 

5. (4.) If these words be understood of sacramental manduca- 
tion, then no man can be saved but he that receives the holy sa- 
crament: for unless ye eat the flesh of the Son of man and drink 
his blood, ye have no life in you: if it be answered, that the holy 
sacrament must be eaten in act or in desire; I reply, that is not 
true ; because if a catechumen desires baptism only in the ar- 
ticle of his death, it is sufficient to salvation, and they dare not 
deny it. 2. Fools, young persons, they that are surprised with 
sudden death, cannot be thought to perish for want of the actual 
susception or desire. 3%. There is nothing in the words that can 
warrant or excuse the actual omission of the sacrament; and it 
is a strange deception that these men suffer by misunderstand- 
ing this distinction of receiving the sacrament either in act or 
desire. For they are not opposite but subordinate members, 
differ only as act and disposition; and this disposition is not at 
all required but as it is in order to the act, and therefore is no- 
thing of itself, and is only the imperfection of or passage to the 
act; if therefore the act were not necessary, neither were 
the disposition ; but if the act be necessary, then the desire, 
which is but the disposition to the act, is not sufficient. As if 
it be necessary to go from Oxford to London, then it is neces- 
sary that you go to Henley or Uxbridge; but if it be necessary 
to be at London, it is not sufficient to go to Uxbridge; but if 
it be not necessary to be at London, neither is it necessary to 
go so far. But this distinction, as it is commonly used, is made 
to serve ends, and is grown to that inconvenience, that repent- 
ance itself is said to be sufficient, if it be only in desire; for so 
they must that affirm repentance in the article of death after a 
wicked life to be sufficient, when it is certain there can be no- 


kk 2 


500 Of the Real Presence of SECT. [II 


thing actual but ineffective desires; and all the real and most 
material events of it cannot be performed, but desired only. 
But whosoever can be excused from the actual susception of a 
sacrament, can also in an equal necessity be excused from the 
desire; and no man can be tied to an absolute, irrespective de- 
sire of that which cannot be had: and if it can, the desire alone 
will not serve the turn. And indeed a desire of a thing, when 
we know it eannot be had, is a temptation either to impatience 
or a seruple; and why or how can a man be obliged to desire 
that to be done, which in all his circumstances is not necessary 
it should be done? A preparation of mind to obey in those cir- 
cumstances in which it is possible, that is, in which he is 
obliged, is the duty of every man; but this is not an explicit 
desire of the actual susception, which in his case is not obliga- 
tory, because it is impossible ; and lastly, such a desire of a 
thing is wholly needless, because in the present case the thing 
itself is not necessary ; therefore neither is the desire; neither 
did God ever require it but in order to the act. But, however, 
if we find by discourse that for all these decretory words the de- 
sire can suffice, I] demand by what instrument is that accepted, 
whether by faith or no? I suppose it will not be denied. But if 
it be not denied, then a spiritual manducation can perform the 
duty of those words: for susception of the sacrament in desire 
is at the most but a spiritual manducation. And S. Austin af- 
firms that baptism can perform the duty of those words, if Beda 
quotes him right!; for in his sermon to infants, and in his third 
book de Peccatorum Meritis et Remissione, be affirms that in bap- 
tism infants receive the body of Christ; so that these words may 
as well be understood of baptism as of the eucharist, and of faith 
better than either. 

6.(5.) The men of Capernaum understood Christ to speak these 
words of his natural flesh and blood, and were scandalized at it ; 
and Christ reproved their folly by telling them his words were to 
be understood in a spiritual sense ; so that if men would believe 
him that knew best the sense of his own words, there need be no 
scruple of the sense; I do not understand these words in a fleshly 
sense, but in a spiritual, saith Christ: The flesh profiteth nothing; 
the words that I have spoken they are spirit, and they are life. 
Now besides that the natural sense of the words hath in it too 
much of the sense of the offended disciples, the reproof and con- 
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sultation of it is equally against the Romanists as against the 
Capernaites. For we contend it is spiritual ; so Christ affirmed 
it: they that deny the spiritual sense, and affirm the natural, 
are to remember that Christ reproved all senses of these words 
that were not spiritual. And by the way let me observe, that 
the expressions of some chief men among the Romanists are so 
rude and crass, that it will be impossible to excuse them from 
the understanding the words in the sense of the men of Caper- 
naum ; for as they understood Christ to mean his “true flesh 
natural and proper, so do they ; as they thought Christ intended 
they should tear him with their teeth and suck his blood, for 
which they were offended, so do these men not only think so, but 
say so, and are not offended. So said Alanus"; Apertissime 
loqguimur, corpus Christi vere a nobis contrectari, manducari, cir- 
cumgestari, dentibus teri, sensibiliter sacrificari, non minus quam 
ante consecrationem panis. And they frequently quote those 
metaphors of S. Chrysostom, which he preaches in the height of 
his rhetoric, as testimonies of his opinion in the doctrinal part : 
and Berengarius was forced by pope Nicholas to recant in those 
very words, affirming that Christ’s body sensualiter non solum 
sacramento, sed in veritate manibus sacerdotum tractari, frangt, et 
jfidelium dentibus atteri, that Christ’s flesh was “sensually not 
only in the sacrament, but in truth of the thing to be handled 
by the priest’s hands, to be broken and grinded by the teeth of 
the faithful ;” insomuch that the gloss on the canon, de Consecra- 
tione dist. 2. cap. Ego Berengarius, affirms it to be a worse heresy 
than that of Berengarius, unless it be soberly understood; to 
which also Cassander assents: and indeed I thought that the 
Romanists had been glad to separate their own opinion from 
the carnal conceit of the men of Capernaum, and the offended 
disciples, supposing it to be a great objection against their doc- 
trine, that it was the same with the men of Capernaum, and is 
only finer dressed ; but I find that Bellarmine owns it, even in 
them, in their rude circumstances®; for he affirms that “ Christ 
corrected them not for supposing so, but reproved them for not 
believing it to be so.” And indeed himself says as much, Corpus 
Christi vere ac proprie manducari etiam corpore in eucharistia ; 
“The body of Christ is truly and properly manducated or chewed 
with the body in the eucharist ;” and to take off the foulness of 
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the expression by avoiding a worse, he is pleased to speak non- 
senseP: Nam ad rationem manducationis non est mera attritio, sed 
satis est sumptio et transmissio ab ore ad stomachum per instrumenta 
humana: “ A thing may be manducated or chewed, though it be 
not attrite or broken :” if he had said it might be swallowed and 
not chewed, he had said true; but to say it may be chewed 
without chewing or breaking, is a riddle fit to spring from the 
miraculous doctrine of transubstantiation; and indeed it is a 
pretty device, that we take the flesh, and swallow down flesh, 
and yet manducate or chew no flesh, and yet we swallow down 
only what we manducate; accipite, manducate, were the words in 
the institution. And indeed according to this device there were 
no difference between eating and drinking ; and the whale might 
have been said to have eaten Jonas, when she swallowed him 
without manducation or breaking him; and yet no man does 
speak so; but in the description of that accident reckon the 
whale to be fasting for all that morsel; Invasusque cibus jejuna 
viait in alvo, said Aletmus Avitus; Jejuni, plenique tamen vate 
intemerato, said Sidonius Apollinaris; vivente jejunus cibo, so 
Paulinus: the fish was full and fasting, that is, she swallowed 
Jonas but eat nothing. As a man does not eat bullets or quick- 
silver against the iliacal passion, but swallows them; and we do 
not eat our pills: the Greek physicians therefore call a pill xara- 
nérvov, a thing to be swallowed; and that this is distinct from 
eating, Aristotle tells us, speaking of the elephant, éoOle. hy ynv, 
katativet rovs AlOovus, “ he eats the earth, but swallows the stones.” 
And Hesychius determined this things, Non comedet ex eo quis- 
quam, i.e. non dividetur, quia dentium est dividere, et partiri cibos, 
cum aliter mandi non possint : “To chew is but a circumstance of 
nourishment, but the essence of manducation.” But Bellarmine 
adds, that if you will not allow him to say so, then he grants it 
in plain terms, that Christ’s body is chewed, is attrite or broken 
with the teeth, and that not tropically but properly, which is the 
crass doctrine which Christ reproved in the men of Capernaum. 
To lessen and sweeten this expression he tells us, it is indeed 
broken; but how? under the species of bread, and invisibly ; 
well, so it is, though we see it not; and it matters not under 
what, if it be broken, and we bound to believe it, then we cannot 
avoid the being that which they so detested, “ devourers of man’s 
flesh.” See Theophylact in number 15. of this section. 
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7. (6.) Concerning the bread or the meat indeed of which Christ 
speaks, he also affirms that whosoever eats it hath life abiding in 
himr; but this is not true of the sacrament; for the wicked 
eating it receive to themselves damnation. It cannot therefore 
be understood of oral manducation, but of spiritual, and of eat- 
ing Christ by faith; that is, receiving him by an instrument or 
action evangelical. For receiving Christ by faith includes any 
way of communicating with his body; by baptism, by holy 
desires, by obedience, by love, by worthy receiving of the holy 
sacrament: and it signifies no otherwise, but as if Christ had 
said, “To all that believe in me and obey, I will become the au- 
thor of life and salvation :” now because this is not done by all 
that receive the sacrament, not by unworthy communicants, who 
yet eat the symbols, (according to us,) and eat Christ’s body, 
(according to their doctrine,) it is unanswerably certain, that 
Christ here spake of spiritual manducation, not of sacramental. 
Bellarmine (he that answers all things whether he can or no) 
says, that words of this nature are conditional; meaning, that 
“he who eats Christ’s flesh worthily shall live for ever;” and 
therefore this effects nothing upon vicious persons, yet it may be 
meant of the sacrament, because without his proper condition it 
is not prevalent. I reply, that it is true it is not, it cannot; 
and that this condition is spiritual manducation ; but then with- 
out this condition the man doth not eat Christ's flesh, that which 
himself calls the true bread, for he that eats this, ge, he hath 
life in him, that is, he is united to me, he is in the state of grace 
at present. For it ought to be observed, that although promises 
de futuro possibili are to be understood with a condition append- 
ant; yet propositions affirmative at present, are declarations 
of a thing in being, and suppose it actually existent: and the 
different parts of this observation are observable in the several 
parts of the 54th verse; He that eateth my flesh and drinketh my 
blood hath eternal life ; that is an affirmation of a thing in being, 
and therefore implies no other condition but the connexion of 
the predicate with the subject: He that cats hath life. But it 
follows, cal @ym dvacticw aitév év érxdtn tH juepa, and I will 
raise him up at the last day, that is, de futuro possibili: and 
therefore implies a condition besides the affirmation of the ante- 
cedent, viz. si permanserit, if he remains in this condition, and 
does not unravel his first interest, and forfeit his life. And so 
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the argument remains unharmed, and is no other than what I 
learned from S. Austins; Hujus ret sacramentum, &c. de mensa 
Dominica sumitur quibusdam ad vitam, quibusdam ad exitium : 
res vero tpsa cujus sacramentum est, omni homint ad vitam, nulla 
ad exitium, quicunque ejus particeps fuerit. And it is remarkable 
that the context and design of this place takes off this evasion 
from the adversary; for here Christ opposes this eating of his 
flesh to the Israelites’ eating of manna, and prefers it infinitely ; 
because they who did eat manna might die, viz. spiritually and 
eternally ; but they that eat his flesh shall never die, meaning, 
they shall not die eternally : and therefore this eating cannot be 
a thing which can possibly be done unworthily. For if manna, 
as it was sacramental, had been eaten worthily, they had not 
died who eat it; and what privilege then is in this above manna, 
save only that the eating of this supposes the man to do it wor- 
thily, and to be a worthy person, which the other did not ? Upon 
which consideration Cajetan says'*, ‘that this eating is not com- 
mon to worthily and unworthily, and that it is not spoken of 
eating the sacrament, but of eating and drinking (that is, com- 
municating with) the death of Jesus.” The argument therefore 
lies thus: There is something which Christ hath promised us, 
which whosoever receives, he receives life and not death; but 
this is not the sacrament: for of them that communicate, some 
receive to life and some to death, saith S. Austin, and a greater 
than §S. Austin, S. Paul"; and yet this, which is life to all that 
receive it, is Christ’s flesh, (said Christ himself ;) therefore Christ’s 
flesh here spoken of is not sacramental. 

8. (7.) To warrant the spiritual sense of these words against 
the natural, it were easy to bring down a traditive interpretation 
of them by the Fathers; at least a great consent. Tertullian 
hath these words*: Etsi carnem ait nihil prodesse, materia dicte 
dirigendus est sensus. Nam quia durum et intolerabilem eaxistima- 
verunt sermonem ejus, quasi vere carnem suam illis edendam deter- 
minasset, ut in spiritu disponeret statum salutis, premisit, spiritus 
est qui vivificat ; atque ita subjunwit, Caro nihil prodest, ad vivifi- 
candum scil.: ‘Because they thought his saying hard and intoler- 
able, as if he had determined his flesh to be eaten by them, that 
he might dispose the state of salvation in the spirit, he premised, 
It is the spirit that gweth life; and then subjoins, the flesh projfiteth 
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nothing, meaning, nothing to the giving of life.” So that here we 
have, besides his authority, an excellent argument for us: Christ 
said, He that cateth my flesh hath life, but the flesh, that is, the 
fleshly sense of it, profits nothing to life; but the spirt, that is, 
the spiritual sense, does: therefore these words are to be under- 
stood in a spiritual sense. 

9. And because it is here opportune by occasion of this dis- 
course, let me observe this, that the doctrine of transubstantia- 
tion is infinitely useless, and to no purpose ; for by the words of 
our blessed Lord, by the doctrine of 8S. Paul, and the sense of the 
church, and the confession of all sides, the natural eating of Christ’s 
flesh (if it were there or could so be eaten) alone or of itself does 
no good, does not give life; but the spiritual eating of him is the 
instrument of life to us; and this may be done without their tran- 
substantiated flesh; it may be done in baptism, by faith and 
charity, by hearing and understanding, and therefore it may also 
in the blessed eucharist, although there also, according to our 
doctrine, he be eaten only sacramentally and spiritually. And 
hence it is that in the mass-book anciently it is prayed after 
consecrationY, Quesumus Omnipotens Deus, ut de perceptis mune- 
ribus gratias exhibentes beneficia potiora sumamus: “ We beseech 
thee, Almighty God, that we, giving thanks for these gifts re- 
ceived, may receive greater gifts;” which, besides that it con- 
cludes against the natural presence of Christ’s body, (for what 
greater thing can we receive, if we receive that?) it also de- 
clares, that the grace and effect of the sacramental communion 
is the thing designed beyond all corporal sumption : and as it is 
more fully expressed in another collect”, Ut terrenis affectibus ex- 
piati ad superni plenitudinem sacramenti, cujus libavimus sancta, 
tendamus ; “That being redeemed from all earthly affections, 
we may tend to the fulness of the heavenly sacrament, the 
holy things of which we have now begun to taste.” And there- 
fore to multiply so many miracles and contradictions and impos- 
sibilities to no purpose, is an insuperable prejudice against any 
pretence less than a plain declaration from God. Add to this, 
that this bodily presence of Christ’s body is either for corporal 
nourishment or for spiritual : not for corporal, for natural food 
is more proper for it; and to work a miracle to do that for 
which so many natural means are already appointed, is to no 
purpose, and therefore cannot be supposed to be done by God: 
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neither is it done for spiritual nourishment ; because to the 
spiritual nourishment, virtues and graces, the word and the effi- 
cacious signs, faith and the inward actions, and all the emanations 
of the Spirit, are as proportioned, as meat and drink are to na- 
tural nourishment ; and therefore there can be no need of a cor- 
poral presence. 2. Corporal manducation of Christ’s body is 
apparently inconsistent with the nature and condition of a body. 
1. Because that which is after the manner of a spirit, and not of 
a body, cannot be eaten and drunk after the manner of a body, 
but of a spirit; as no man can eat a cherubin with his mouth, 
if he were made apt to nourish the soul: but by the confession 
of the Roman doctors, Christ’s body is present in the eucharist 
after the manner of a spirit; therefore without proportions to 
our body, or bodily actions. 2. That which neither can feel nor 
be felt, see or be seen, move or be moved, change or be changed, 
neither do nor suffer corporally, cannot certainly be eaten corpo- 
rally ; but so they affirm concerning the body of our blessed 
Lord ; it cannot do or suffer corporally in the sacrament, there- 
fore it cannot be eaten corporally, any more than a man can chew 
a spirit, or eat a meditation, or swallow a syllogism into his 
belly. This would be so far from being credible, that God should 
work so many miracles in placing Christ’s natural body for 
spiritual nourishment, that in case it were revealed, to be placed 
there to that purpose, itself must need one great miracle more 
to verify it and reduce it to act; and it would still be as difficult 
to explain as it is to tell how the material fire of hell should tor- 
ment spirits and souls. And Socrates, in Plato’s Banquet, said 
well, “ Wisdom is not a thing that can be communicated by 
local or corporal contiguity.” 3. That the corporal presence, 
does net nourish spiritually, appears; because some are nou- 
rished spiritually who do not receive the sacrament at all, and 
some that do receive yet fall short of being spiritually nourished, 
and so do all unworthy communicants. This therefore is to 
no purpose, and therefore cannot be supposed to be done by 
the wise God of all the world, especially with so great a 
pomp of miracles. 4. Cardinal Perron affirms’, that the real 
natural presence of Christ in the sacrament is to greatest 
purpose, because the residence of Christ's natural body in our 
bodies does really and substantially join us unto God, esta- 
blishing a true and real unity between God and men. And 
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Bellarmine speaks something like this, De Euchar. 1.3. ¢.9. But 
concerning this, besides that every faithful soul is actually united 
to Christ without the actual residence of Christ’s body in our 
bodies, since every one that is regenerated and born anew of 
water and of the Spirit is ovuduros, the same plant with Christ, 
as S. Paul calls him, Rom. vi. 5, he hath put on Christ, he is bone 
of his bone, and flesh of his flesh, Galat. iii, 27. Ephes. v. 30; and 
all this by faith, by baptism, by regeneration of the Spirit: be- 
sides this, I say, this corporal union of our bodies to the body 
of God incarnate, which these great and witty dreamers dream 
of, would make man to be God. For that which hath a real and 
substantial unity with God is consubstantial with the true God, 
that is, he is really, substantially, and truly God ; which to af- 
firm were highest blasphemy. 5. One device more there is to 
pretend an usefulness of the doctrine of Christ’s natural pre- 
sence ; viz. that by his contact and conjunction it becomes the 
cause and the seed of the resurrection. But besides that this 
is condemned by Vasquez> as groundless, and by Suarez¢ as im- 
probable, and a novel temerity, it is highly confuted by their own 
doctrine: for how can the contact or touch of Christ’s body 
have that or any effect on ours, when it can neither be touched, 
nor seen, nor understood, but by faith? which Bellarmine expressly 
affirms’. But to return from whence I am digressed. 

10. Tertullian adds in the same place, Quia et Sermo caro erat 
JSactus, proinde in causam vite appetendus, et devorandus auditu, 
et rumenandus intellectu, et fide digerendus. Nam et paulo ante 
carnem suam panem quogue colestem pronunciarat, urgens usque- 
quaque per allegoriam necessartorum pabulorum memoriam pa- 
trum, qui panes et carnes Atgyptiorum preverterant Divine voca- 
tiont: “ Because the Word was made flesh, therefore he was 
desired for life, to be devoured by hearing, to be ruminated or 
chewed by the understanding, to be digested by faith. Fora 
little before he called his flesh also celestial bread, still, or all 
the way, urging, by an allegory of necessary food, the memory of 
their fathers, who perferred the bread and flesh of Egypt before 
the Diving calling.” 

11. S. Athanasius, or who is the author of the tractate upon 
the words Quicunque dixerit Verbum in Filium hominis, in his 
works, saith, "Ore & A€yes odK EoTl capKixd GAA TVEVvpATLKG. TdTOLS 
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yip Fpxer rd cya mpos Bpoow, wa Kat Too KOOPLOV TAVTSs TOUTO 
Tpopyy yévynta; GAA Sid TOIT THs els ovpavods dvaBdoews eurnud- 
vevoe Tod viod rod avOpdrov, wa Ths cwpatiKys evvoias avrous 
apedxion Kal Aowrdy Thy elpnyevny capxa Bpdow dveabev oipdaviov 
kal mvevparixhy Tpodiy tap alrod Sidopéve pddaow. “A yap NeAd- 
Anka, pyoly, dsuiv, mvedud Core cat Con: i.e. “ The things which he 
speaks are not carnal, but spiritual: for to how many might his 
body suffice for meat, that it should become the nourishment of 
the whole world? But for this it was that he put them in mind 
of the ascension of the Son of man into heaven, that he might 
draw them off from carnal and corporal senses, and that they 
might learn that his flesh, which he called meat, was from above, 
heavenly and spiritual nourishment. For, saith he, the things that 
I have spoken, they are spirit and they are life.” 

12. But Origen is yet more decretory in this affaire: Est et in 
Novo Testamento litera que occidit eum, qui non spiritualiter ea 
que dicuntur adverterit ; si enim secundum literam sequaris hoc 
ipsum quod dictum est, Nisi manducaveritis carnem meam, et bibe- 
ritis sanguinem meum, occidit hee litera: “Tf we understand these 
words of Christ, Unless ye eat the flesh of the Son of man, and 
drink his blood, literally, this letter kills. For there is in the 
New Testament a letter that kills him who does not spiritually 
understand those things which are spoken.” 

13. S. Ambrose not only expounds it in a spiritual sense, but 
plainly denies the proper and naturalf: Non iste panis est, qui 
vadit in corpus, sed ille panis vite eterne qui anime nostre sub- 
stantiam fulcit: “ That is not the bread of life which goes into 
the body, but that which supports the substance of the soul ;” 
and’, Hide tangitur, fide videtur, non tangitur corpore, non oculis 
comprehenditur, “This bread is touched by faith, it is seen by 
faith :” and without all peradventure that this is to be under- 
stood of eating and drinking Christ by faith, is apparent from 
Christ’s own words, verse 35; I am the bread of life; he that 
cometh to me shall not hunger, and he that believeth on me shall not 
thirst: coming to Christ is eating him; believing him is drinking 
his blood. It is not touched by the body, it is not seen with the 
eyes. S.Chrysostom, in his 47th homily upon this chapter of 
S. John, expounds these words in a spiritual sense ; “ for these 
things,” saith he, “are ovdéy capkixdy gxovra obd% axodovOlay 
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gvoixyy, such as have in them nothing carnal, nor any carnal 
consequence.” 

14. S. Austin® gave the same exposition; Ut quid paras dentes 
et ventrem ? crede et manducasti: and again; Credere in eum, hoc 
est manducare panem vivwm. Qui credit in eum manducat. 

15. Theophylact' makes the spiritual sense to be the only 
answer in behalf of our not being cannibals, or devourers of 
man’s flesh, as the men of Capernaum began to dream, and the 
men of Rome, though in better circumstances, to this day dream 
on: Putabant istt quod Deus cogeret capxopayous, quia enim nos 
hoe spiritualiter intelligimus, neque carnium voratores sumus, imo 
sanctificamur per talem cibum, non sumus carnis voratores. ‘“* The 
men of Capernaum thought Christ would compel them to devour 
man’s flesh: but because we understand this spiritually, there- 
fore we are not devourers of man’s flesh, but are sanctified by 
this meat.” Perfectly to the same sense, and almost in the 
very words, Theodorus bishop of Heraclea is quoted in the Greek 
Catena upon John. 

16. It were easy to add that Eusebius calls the words of Christ 
“his flesh and blood*,” dere atta efvar Ta pyyata Kal Tovs Adyous 
abvrod kal thy odpxa kal 7d aipa; that so also does S. Hierom, 
saying, that although it may be understood in mystery, tamen 
verius corpus Christi et sanguis ejus sermo scripturarum est; that 
so does Clemens Alexandrinus; that S. Basil says that his doc- 
trine and his mystical coming is his flesh and blood!; that 
S. Bernard says, to imitate his life, and communicate with his 
passion, is to eat his flesh. But I decline, for the present, to 
insist upon these, because all of them, excepting S. Hierom only, 
may be supposed to be mystical expositions, which may be true, 
and yet another exposition may be true too. It may suffice that 
it is the direct sense of Tertullian, Origen, Athanasius, S. Am- 
brose, 8. Austin, and Theophylact, that these words of Christ in 
the sixth of S. John are not to be understood in the natural or 
proper, but in the spiritual sense. The spiritual they declare 
not to be the mystical, but the literal sense; and therefore their 
testimonies cannot be eluded by any such pretence. 

17 And yet after all this, suppose that Christ in these words 
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did speak of the sacramental manducation, and affirmed that the 
bread which he would give should be his flesh ; what is this to 
transubstantiation? That Christ did speak of the sacrament as 
well as of any other mystery, of this amongst others, that is, of 
all the ways of taking him, is to me highly probable : Christ is 
the food of our souls; this food we receive in at our ears, our 
mouth, our hearts; and the allusion is plainer in the sacrament 
than in any other external rite because of the similitude of 
bread and eating which Christ used upon occasion of the miracle 
of the loaves, which introduced all that discourse. But then this 
comes in only as it is an act of faith; for the meat which Christ 
gives is to be taken by faith, himself being the expounder™, 
Now the sacraments of baptism and the eucharist being acts and 
symbols and consignations of faith, and effects of believing, that 
is, of the first and principal receiving him by faith in his words 
and submission to his doctrine, may well be meant here, not by 
virtue of the words—for the whole form of expression is meta- 
phorical, not at all proper—but by the proportion of reason and 
nature of his effect; it is an act or manner of receiving Christ 
and an issue of faith, and therefore is included in the mystery. 
The food that Christ said he would give is his flesh, which he 
would give for the life of the world, viz. to be crucified and killed”. 
And from that verse forward he doth more particularly refer to 
his death ; for he speaks of bread only before, or meat, dpros 7} 
BpScis, but now he speaks of flesh and blood, dpros xa aédors, 
bread and drink, and therefore by analogy he may allude to the 
sacrament, which is his similitude and representation ; but this 
is but the meaning of the second or third remove ; if here Christ 
begins to change the particulars of his discourse, it can primarily 
relate to nothing but his death upon the cross; at which time 
he gave his flesh for the life of the world; and so giving it, it 
became meat; the receiving this gift was a receiving of life, for 
it was given for the life of the world: The manner of receiving it 
is by faith, and hearing the word of God, submitting our under- 
standing; the digesting this meat is imitating the life of Christ, 
conforming to his doctrine and example; and as the sacraments 
are instruments or acts of this manducation, so they come under 
this discourse, and no otherwise. 

18. But to return: this very allegory of the word of God to be 
called meat, and particularly manna, which in this chapter Christ 

™m Ver. 47. and 29. and 64. u Verse 51. 
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particularly alludes to, is not unusual in the Old Testament. 
Hime 88 attots Mwoys, saith Philo®, otros 6 dpros by bédaKev jyiv 
KUplos TOD hayely' ToUTO TO pHua & ouvérate KUptos’ Gpas Tis Wuxijs 
tpopiy ola earl, Adyos Meov ovvexijs, eoixws dpdcw Kikho nacav 
meptedngas, kal pndev pépos ducroxoy aitod éGv. “ Moses said 
unto them, This is the word which the Lord hath given us to 
eat. This is the word which the Lord hath ordained ; you see 
what is the food of the soul, even the eternal word of God, &c.” 
Kadci pdvva tov mpecBitaroy téy évrwv Adyov Oeiov, “the word of: 
God, the most honourable and eldest of things, is called manna ;” 
and rpéperar 5¢ pera TOY TeeLoTeépwv 7 Woxn SAM TO Ady; “the 
soul is nourished by the word, 
—qui pastus pulcherrimus est animorum 4.” 


19. And therefore now I will resume those testimonies of 
Clemens Alexandrinus, of Eusebius, S. Basil, S. Hierom, and S. 
Bernard, which I waved before, all agreeing upon this exposition, 
that the word of God, Christ’s doctrine, is the flesh he speaks 
of", and the receiving it and practising it are the eating his 
flesh ; for this sense is the literal and proper: and S. Hierom 
is express to affirm that the other exposition is mystical, and 
that this is the more true and proper: and therefore the saying 
of Bellarmine that they only give the mystical sense’, is one of 
his confident sayings without reason or pretence of proof: and 
whereas he adds that they do not deny that these words are 
also understood literally of the sacrament ; I answer, it is suf- 
ficient that they agree in this sense; and the other Fathers do 
so expound it with an exclusion to the natural sense of eating 
Christ in the sacrament; particularly this appears in the testi- 
monies of Origen and S. Ambrose above quoted; to which I add 
the words of Eusebius in the third book of his Theologia Ecclesi- 
astica, expounding the sixty-third verse of the sixth of 8. John: 
he brings in Christ speaking thus: “Think not that I speak of 
this flesh which I bear ; and do not imagine that I appoint you 
to drink this sensible and corporal blood: but know ye, that the 
words which I have spoken are spirit and life.’ Nothing can 
be fuller to exclude their interpretation and to affirm ours ; 
though to do so be not usual, unless they were to expound 
scripture in opposition to an adversary, and to require such 
hard conditions in the sayings of men, that when they speak 
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against Titius they shall be concluded not to speak against 
Caius, if they do not clap their contrary negative to their posi- 
tive affirmative, though Titius and Caius be against one another 
in the cause, is a device to escape rather than to intend truth 
and reality in the discourses of men. I conclude, it is notorious 
and evident what Erasmus notes upon this place: Hune locum 
veteres interpretantur de doctrina coelesti : sic enim dicit panem 
suum, ut frequenter diait sermonem suum. “ The ancient Fathers 
expound this place of the heavenly doctrine; so he calls the 
bread his own, as he said often the word to be fis.” And if the 
concurrent testimonies of Origen, Tertullian, Clemens Alexan- 
drinus, S. Basil, Athanasius, Kusebius, S. Hierom, S. Ambrose, 
S. Austin, Theophylact, and S. Bernard, are a good security for 
the sense of a place of scripture, we have read their evidence, 
and may proceed to sentence. 

20. But it was impossible but these words falling upon the 
allegory of bread and drink, and signifying the receiving Christ 
crucified, and communicating with his passion in all the ways of 
faith and sacrament, should also meet with as allegorical ex- 
pounders, and for the likeness of expression be referred to sa- 
cramental manducation : and yet I said this cannot at all infer 
transubstantiation, though sacramental manducation were only 
and principally intended. For if it had been spoken of the sa- 
crament, the words had been verified in the spiritual sumption 
of it; for as Christ is eaten by faith out of the sacrament, so is 
he also in the sacrament: as he is real and spiritual meat to 
the worthy hearer, so is he to the worthy communicant : as 
Christ’s flesh is life to all that obey him, so to all that obedi- 
ently remember him; so Christ’s flesh is meat indeed, however 
it be taken, if it be taken spiritually, but not however it be taken, 
if it be taken carnally: he is nutritive in all the ways of spiritual 
manducation, but not in all the ways of natural eating, by their 
own confession, nor in any, by ours. And therefore it is a vain 
confidence to run away with the conclusion, if they should gain 
one of the premises: but the truth is this: it is neither properly 
spoken of the sacrament, neither if it were, would it prove any- 
thing of transubstantiation. 

21. I will not be alone in my assertion, though the reasonable- 
ness and evidence would bear me out: S. Austin saith the same'; 
Spiritualiter intelligite quod loquutus sum vobis: non hoc corpus 
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quod videtis manducaturi estis: sacramentum aliquod commendavi 
vobis, spiritualiter intellectum vivisicabit nos: “That which I have 
spoken is to be understood spiritually ; ye are not to eat that 
body which ye see; I have commended a sacrament to you, 
which being understood spiritually will give you life ;” where, 
besides that he gives testimony to the main question on our 
behalf, he also makes sacramentally and spiritually to be all one. 
And again"; Ut quia jam similitudinem mortis eyus in baptismo 
accipimus, similitudinem quoque sanguinis et carnis sumamus, ita 
ut et veritas non desit in sacramento, et ridiculum nullum fiat in 
paganis, quod cruorem occisi hominis bibamus: “That as we re- 
ceive the similitude of his death in baptism, so we may also re- 
ceive the likeness of his flesh and blood, so that neither truth be 
wanting in the sacrament, nor the pagans ridiculously affirm that 
we should drink the blood of the crucified man.” Nothing could 
be spoken more plain in this question; ‘“ We receive Christ’s 
body in the eucharist, as we are baptized into his death ; that 
is, by figure and likeness. In the sacrament there is a verity or 
truth of Christ’s body ; and yet no drinking of blood or eating 
of flesh, so as the heathen may calumniate us by saying we do 
that which the men of Capernaum thought Christ taught them 
they should.” So that though these words were spoken of sa- 
cramental manducation, (as sometimes it is expounded,) yet 
“there is reality enough in the spiritual sumption to verify these 
words of Christ, without a thought of any bodily eating his flesh. 
And that we may not think this doctrine dropt from S. Austin 
by chance, he again affirms dogmatically*, Qui discordat a Christo, 
nec carnem ejus manducat, nec sanguinem bibit, etiamsi tante rei 
sacramentum ad judicium sue presumptionis quotidie indifferenter 
accipiat : “ He that disagrees from Christ,” (that is, disobeys 
him,) “ neither eats his flesh nor drinks his blood, although to 
his condemnation he every day receive the sacrament of so great 
a thing.” The consequent of which words is plainly this, that 
there is no eating of Christ’s flesh or drinking his blood but by 
a moral instrument, faith and subordination to Christ; the sa- 
cramental external eating alone being no eating of Christ’s flesh, 
but the symbols and sacrament of it. 
22. Lastly, suppose these words of Christ, The bread which I 
shall give is my flesh, were spoken literally of the sacrament; what 
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he promised he would give, he performed ; and what was here 
expressed in the future tense, was in his time true in the present 
tense, and therefore is always presently true after consecration ; 
it follows, that in the sacrament this is true, Panis est corpus 
Christi, “ The bread is the body of Christ.” Now I demand 
whether this proposition will be owned. It follows inevitably 
from this doctrine, if these words be spoken of the sacrament. 
But it is disavowed by the princes of the party against usY. Hoc 
tamen est impossibile, quod panis sit corpus Ohristi, “It is impos- 
sible that the bread should be Christ's body,” saith the gloss of 
Gratian ; and Bellarmine says it cannot be a true proposition, 
in qua subjectuin supponit pro pane, predicatum autem pro cor- 
pore Christi ; panis enim et corpus Domini res dicersissime sunt. 
The thing that these men dread is, lest it be called bread and 
Christ's body too, as we affirm it unanimously to be; and as this 
argument upon their own grounds evinces it. Now then, how 
they can serve both ends, I cannot understand. If they will have 
the bread or the meat which Christ promised to give to be his 
flesh, then so it came to pass, and then it is bread and flesh too. 
If it did not so come to pass, and that itis impossible that bread 
should be Christ's flesh; then, when Christ said the bread which 
he would give should be his flesh, he was not to be understood 
properly of the sacrament ; but either figuratively in the sacra- 
ment, or in the sacrament not at all; either of which will serve 
the end of truth in this question. But of this hereafter. 

By this time I hope I may conclude that transubstantiation is 
not taught by our blessed Lord in the sixth chapter of Saint John. 
Johannes de tertia et eucharistica cana nihil quidem scribit, eo quod 
ceteri tres ecangeliste ante lum eam plene descripsissent. They 
are the words of Stapleton”, and are good evidence against 
them. 


SECTION IV 
Of the Words of Institution. 
1. Murra mala oportet interpretari eos qui unum non recte in- 
telligere volunt, said Irenzeus?, “they must needs speak many false 


things who will not rightly understand one.” The words of 
consecration are precipuum fundamentum totius controversie, atque 


y De Consecrat. dist. 2. c. 55. gloss. Panis est in altari. De Euchar. 1. 3. ¢, tg. 
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adeo totius hujus altissimt mysterii, said Bellarmine>, “the great- 
est ground of the whole question;” and by adhering to the letter 
the mystery is lost, and the whole party wanders in eternal intri- 
cacies and inextricable riddles ; which because themselves cannot 
untie, they torment their sense and their reason, and many 
places of scripture, whilst they pertinaciously stick to the impos- 
sible letter, and refuse the spirit of these words. 


The words of institution are these: 


S. Marttu. xxvi. 26, 27, 28. 


Jesus took bread, and blessed 
it, and brake it, and gave it to the 
disciples, and said, Take, eat; 
this is my body. And he took 
the cup, and gave thanks, and 
gave it to them, saying, Drink 
ye all of it; for this is my blood 
of the new testament, which is 
shed for many for the remission 
of sins. 

S. Luxe xxii. 19,20. 

And he took bread, and gave 
thanks, and brake it, and gave un- 
to them, saying, This is my body 
which is given for you: this do in 
remembrance of me. Likewise 
also the cup after supper, saying, 
This cup is the new testament 
in my blood, which is shed for 
you. 


S. Marx xiv. 22, 23, 24. 


Jesus took bread, and blessed 
it, and brake it, and gave to them, 
and said, Take, eat: this is my 
body. And he took the cup, and 
when he had given thanks, he gave 
it to them: and they all drank of 
it. And he said unto them, This is 
my blood of the new testament, 
which is shed for many. 


1 Cor. xi. 23, 24. 


The Lord Jesus the same night 
in which he was betrayed took 
bread: and when he had given 
thanks, he brake it, and said, 
Take, eat: this is my body, which 
is broken for you: this do in re- 
membrance of me. After the same 
manner also he took the cup, 
when he had supped, saying, This 
cup is the new testament in my 
blood : 
ye drink it, in remembrance of 
me. 


this do ye, as oft as 


2, These words contain the institution, and are usually called the 


words of consecration in the Latin church. Concerning which the 
consideration is material. Out of these words the Latin church 
separates Hoc est corpus mewn— This is my body, and says that 
these words pronounced by the priest with due intention do effect 
this change of the bread into Christ’s body, which change they 
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call transudstantiation. But if these words do not effect any such 
change, then it may be Christ’s body before the words, and these 
may only declare what is already done by the prayers of the holy 
man; or else it may become Christ’s body only in the use and 
manducation; and as it will be uncertain when the change is, so 
also it cannot be known what it is. If it be Christ’s body before 
those words, then the literal sense of these words will prove no- 
thing, it is so as it will be before these words, and made so by 
other words which refer wholly to use ; and then the precipuum 
fundamentum, the pillar and ground of transubstantiation is sup- 
planted. And if it be only after the words, and not effected by 
the words, it will be Christ’s body only in the reception. Now 
concerning this I have these things to say : 

3. First, by what argument can it be proved that these words, 
Take, and eat, are not as effective of the change as Hoe est corpus 
meum— This is my body? If they be, then the taking and eating 
does consecrate: and it is not Christ’s body till it be taken and 
eaten, and then, when that is done, it is sono more ; and besides, 
that reservation, circumgestation, adoration, elevation of it must 
of themselves fall to the ground; it will aiso follow that it is 
Christ’s body only in a mystical, spiritual, and sacramental 
manner. 

4. Secondly, by what argument will it so much as probably be 
concluded that these words, This is my body, should be the words 
effective of conversion and consecration? That Christ used these 
words, is true; and so he used all the other, but did not tell 
which were the consecrating words, nor appoint them to use 
those words, but to do the thing, and so to remember and repre- 
sent his death. And therefore the form and rites of consecra- 
tion and ministries are in the power of the church, where Christ’s 
command does not intervene; as appears in all the external minis- 
tries of religion, in baptism, confirmation, penance, ordination, &c. 
And for the form of consecration of the eucharist, St. Basil af- 
firms’, that it is not delivered to us, ra rijs émuxAfoews pywara emt 
Th dvadeifer rod dprov rijs ebxaptorias Kal Tod motnptov ths evdAoylas Tis 
Tv dylav ijjpiv Karadérouvev, &e.; “The words of invocation in the 
manifestation or opening the eucharistical bread and cup of bless- 
ing, which of all the saints hath left us? for we are not content with 
these which the apostles and the evangelists mention, but, before 
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and after, we say other thingswhich have great efficacy to this mys- 
tery.” But it is more material which S.Gregory affirms concern- 
ing the apostles4, Mos apostolorum fuit ut ad ipsam solummodo ora- 
tionem Dominicam oblationis hostiam consecrarent ; ‘The apostles 
consecrated the eucharist only by saying the Lord’s Prayer.” 
To which I add this consideration, that it is certain Christ 
interposed no command in this case, nor the apostles; neither 
did they, for ought appears, intend the recitation of those words 
to be the sacramental consecration and operative of the change, 
because themselves recited several forms of institution in S. 
Matthew and S. Mark for one, and S. Luke and S. Paul for the 
other, in the matter of the chalice especially ; and by this dif- 
ference declared, there is no necessity of one, and therefore no 
efficacy in any as to this purpose. 

5. Thirdly, if they make these words to signify properly and 
not figuratively, then it is a declaration of something already 
in being, and not effective of any thing after it. For else est doeg 
not signify is, but i shall be; because the conversion is future 
to the pronunciation; and by the confession of the Roman doce- 
tors the bread is not transubstantiated till the wm in mewm be 
quite out, till the last syllable be spoken«; but yet I suppose they 
cannot shew any example, or reason, or precedent, or grammar, 
or any thing for it, that est should be an active word. And they 
may remember how confidently they used to argue against them 
that affirm men to be justified by a fiducia and persuasion that their 
sins are pardoned ; saying, that “faith must suppose the thing 
done, or their belief is false: and if it be done before, then to 
believe it does not do it at all, because it is done already.” The 
case is here the same: they affirm that it is made Christ’s body 
by saying, “it is Christ’s body ;” but “their saying so must sup- 
pose the thing done, or else their saying so is false; and if it be 
done before, then to say it does not do it at all, because it is done 
already.” 


6. Fourthly, when our blessed Lord took bread, he gave thanks, 
said S.Luke and S.Paul; he dlessed it, said S. Matthew and S.Mark; 
evxaptorioas, making it eucharistical; edAoyjoas, that was, conse- 
crating, or making it holy; it was common bread, unholy when 
he blessed it and made it eucharistical, for edyapiorjoas was the 
same with eddAoyijoas : ebxapiotnPeioa tpod?) is the word in Justin, 
and ebyapiotnbévta aprov Kal otvoy bread and wine, food made eu- 
charistical, or on which Christ had given thanks, Hucharistia san- 
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quinis et corporis Christi, so Treneeus and others ; and 8. Paul does 
promiscuously use «dAoyetv, and edyapiorety, and mpocetyecOan! 5 
and in the same place the vulgar Latin renders edxaptorlay by be- 
nedictionem, and therefore S. Paul calls it the cup of blessings ; 
and in this very place of S. Matthew, S. Basil reads evxaptoryoas 
instead of edAoyfras, either in this following the old Greek 
copies, who so read this place, or else by interpretation so ren- 
dering it, as being the same; and, on the other side, S. Cyprian 
renders cdxapiorioas (the word used in the blessing the chalice) 
by benediviti. Against this, Smiglecius the Jesuit, with some 
little scorn, says, it is very absurd to say that Christ gave thanks 
to the bread; and so it should be if edAoyetv and ebyapioreiy, 
blessing and giving of thanks, were all one. But in this he shewed 
his anger or want of skill, not knowing or not remembering that 
the Hebrews and Hellenist Jews love abbreviature of speech; and 
in the Epistle to the Hebrews S. Paul uses tAdoxeoOa Tas dpyap- 
tias, to appease or propitiate our sins, instead of ihdoxecOar Ocdv 
mept Tév duaptiav, to propitiate or appease God concerning our 
sins ; and so is ebyapuoreiy tov dprov, that is, Oedy mepi TOO aprov, 
only that by this means God also makes the bread holy, blessed, 
and eucharistical. Now I demand, what did Christ’s blessing 
effect upon the bread and the chalice? any thing, or nothing? If 
no change was consequent, it was an ineffective blessing, a bless- 
ing that blessed not: if any change was consequent, it was a 
blessing of the thing in order to what was intended, that is, that 
it might be eucharistical, and then the following words, This is 
my body, this is the blood of the new testament, or the new testament 
is my blood, were, as Cabasilas affirms, év cide. Sunyjoews, by way 
of history and narration ; and so the Syriac interpreter puts them 
together in the place of S. Matthew, edAoyjoas and edyapiorijoas, 
“blessing” and “giving of thanks,” when he did bless it he made 
it eucharistical. 

7. Fifthly, the Greek church universally taught that the con- 
secration was made by the prayers of the ministering man. Jus- 
tin Martyr! calls it tiv dv ebyfjs ebxapioTyPeioar Tpodpyy, “nourish- 
ment made eucharistical by prayer;” and Origen™ calls it dprovs 
copa yevouevous bd Thy edxnv, &yidy ti, “ bread made a body, a 
holy thing by prayer ;” 810 ris emixAjocws Kal emupourncews rod 
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‘Aylou IIvetuaros, so Damascen", “ by the invocation and illu- 
mination of the Holy Ghost ;” petramowdvras eis Td cGpa Tod Xpi- 
ood, kal ro ata, “ they are changed into the body and blood of 
Christ.” But for the Greek church the case is evident and con- 
fessed®. For the ancient Latin church, S. Hierom, reproving 
certain pert deacons for insulting over priests, uses this expres- 
sion for the honour of priests above the other, ad quorum preces 
Christi corpus sanguisque conficitur, ‘by their prayers the body 
and blood of Christ is in the sacrament.” And S. Austinp calls 
the sacrament prece mystica consecratum. But concerning this, 
I have largely discoursed in another placed. But the effect of 
the consideration, in order to the present question, is this; that 
since the change that is made is made not naturally, or by a 
certain number of syllables in the manner of a charm, but so- 
lemoly, sacredly, morally, and by prayer, it becomes also the 
body of our Lord to moral effects, as a consequent of a moral 
instrument. 

8. Sixthly, and it is considerable, that since the ministries of 
the church are but imitations of Christ’s priesthood which he 
officiates in heaven; since he effects all the purposes of his 
grace and our redemption by intercession, and representing in 
the way of prayer the sacrifice which he offered on the cross ; 
it follows that the ministries of the church must be of the same 
kind, operating in the way of prayer, morally, and therefore 
wholly to moral purposes, to which the instrument is made 
proportionable. And if these words, which are called the 
words of consecration, be exegetical, and enunciative of the 
change that is made by prayers, and other mystical words; it 
cannot be possibly inferred from these words that there is any 
other change made than what refers to the whole mystery and 
action: and therefore, Take, cat, and This do, are as necessary 
to the sacrament as Hoe est corpus, and declare that it is Christ’s 
body only in the use and administration: and therefore not na- 
tural but spiritual. And this is yet more plain by the words in 
the Hebrew text of S. Matthew, Take, eat this which is my body, 
plainly supposing the thing to be done already; not by the exe- 
getical words, but by the precedents, the mystic prayer, and the 
words of institution and use; and to this I never saw any thing 
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pretended in answer. But the force of the argument, upon sup- 
position of the premises, is acknowledged to be convineing by an 
archbishop of their own4, St Christus dando consecravit, &e.; “If 
Christ giving the eucharist did consecrate, (as Scotus affirmed,) 
then the Lutherans will carry the victory, who maintain that the 
body of Christ is in the eucharist only, while it is used, while it 
was taken and eaten. And yet, on the other side, if it was con- 
secrated when Christ said, Take, eat, then he commanded them 
to take bread, and to eat bread, which is to destroy the article 
of transubstantiation.” So that in effect, whether it was conse- 
erated by those words or not by those words, their new doctrine 
is destroyed. If it was not consecrated when Christ said, Take, 
eat, then Christ bid them take bread, and eat bread, and they 
did so: but if it was consecrated by those words, Take, eat, then 
the words of consecration refer wholly to use, and it is Christ’s 
body only in the taking and eating; which is the thing we contend 
for. And into the concession of this Bellarmine is thrust by the 
force of our argument’. For, to avoid Christ’s giving the apo- 
stles that which he took, and brake, and blessed, that is, bread, the 
same case being governed by all these words; he answers, Domi- 
num accepisse, et benedixisse panem; sed dedisse panem non vulga- 
rem, sed benedictuin et benedictione mutatum: ‘The Lord took 
bread and blessed it; but he gave not common bread, but bread 
blessed and changed by blessing ;” and yet it is certain he gave 
it them before the words which he calls the words of consecra- 
tion. To which I add this consideration; that all words spoken 
in the person of another are only declarative and exegetical, not 
operative and practical; for in particular if these words, Hoe est 
corpus meum, were otherwise, then the priest should turn it into 
his own, not into the body of Christ. Neither will it be easy to 
have an answer, not only because the Greeks and Latins are di- 
vided in the ground of their argument concerning the mystical 
instrument of consecration ; but the Latins themselves have 
seven several opinions’, as the archbishop of Caesarea, de Capite 
Fontium, hath enumerated them in his nuncupatory epistle to 
pope Sixtus Quintus before his book of divers Treatises: and 
that the consecration is made by This is my body, though it be 
now the prevailing opinion, yet that by them Christ did not con- 
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cent III. and Innocent IV and of many ancient Fathers, as the 
same archbishop of Ceesarea testifies in the book now quoted : 
and the scholastics are hugely divided upon this point, viz. 
whether these words are to be taken materially or significa- 
tively ; the expression is barbarous and rude, but they mean 
whether they be consecratory or declarative. Aquinas makes 
them consecratory, and his authority brought that opinion into 
credit ; and yet Scotus and his followers are against it: and 
they that affirm them to be taken significatively, that is, to be 
consecratory, are divided into so many opinions that they are 
not easy to be reckoned; only Guido Brianson reckons nine‘, and 
his own makes the tenth. This I take upon the credit of one of 
their own archbishops. 

9. But I proceed to follow them in their own way; whether 
Hoe est corpus meum do effect or signify the change; yet the 
change is not natural and proper, but figurative, sacramental, 
and spiritual; exhibiting what it signifies, being real to all in- 
tents and purposes of the spirit: and this I shall first shew by 
discussing the words of institution ; first, those which they sup- 
pose to be the consecratory words, and then the other. 

10. Hoe est corpus mewm. Concerning which form of words 
we must know, that as the eucharist itself was in the external 
and ritual part an imitation of a custom and a sacramental al- 
ready in use among the Jews, for the major domo to break bread 
and distribute wine at the passover after supper to the eldest 
according to his age, to the youngest according to his youth, as 
it is notorious and known in the practice of the Jews; so also 
were the very words which Christ spake in this changed subject 
an imitation of the words which were then used"; This is the 
bread of sorrow which our fathers eat in Egypt ; This is the pass- 
over: and this passover was called the body of the paschal lamb ; 
nay, it was called the body of our Saviour, and, our Saviour him- 
self; xat elrev Eodpas r6 Aa, Totro mdcya 6 cwrip huav, said 
Justin Martyr, Dial. cum Tryph. And Esdras said to the Jews, 
This passover is our Saviour, and, This is the body of our Saviour, 
as it is noted by others. So that here the words were made 
ready for Christ, and made his by appropriation, by meum: he 
was the Lamb slain from the beginning of the world, he is the true 
passover; which he then affirming called that which was the anti- 
type of the passover, the Lamb of God [his body], the body of the 
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true passover, to wit, in the same sacramental sense in which the 
like words were affirmed in the Mosaical passover. 


SECTION V 


1. Hoc, “ this,” that is, this bread 1s my body, this cup, or the 
wine in the cup, és my blood: concerning the chalice there can 
be no doubt; it is, rodro 7d toripiov, hic cali, “ this chalice ;” 
and as little of the other. The Fathers refer the pronoun de- 
monstrative to bread, saying, that of bread it was Christ affirmed, 
This is my body, which 1 shall have in the sequel more occasion 
to prove ; for the present these may suffice ; Christus panem cor- 
pus suum appellat, saith Tertullian*. Nos audiamus panem quem 
fregit Dominus esse corpus salvatoris: so S. Hieromy. Ti odpxa 
siroy dvopnace : 80 S. Cyril of Alexandria, “he called bread his 
flesh.” Theodoret saith, that ‘‘ to the body he gave the name 
of the symbol, and to the symbol the name of his body.” Toto 
therefore signifies this bread ; and it matters not that bread in 
the Greek is of the masculine gender ; for the substantive being 
understood, not expressed, by the rule of grammar, the adjective 
must be the neuter gender, and is taken substantively. Neither 
is there any inconvenience in this, as Bellarmine weakly dreams 
upon as weak suggestions». For when he had said that hoc is 
either taken adjectively or substantively, he proceeds, Not adjec- 
tively, for then it must agree with the substantive, which in this 
case is masculine; bread being so both in Greek and in Latin. 
But if you say it is taken substantively, (as we contend it is,) he 
confutes you thus: if it be taken substantively, so that hoe signi- 
fies this thing, and so be referred to bread, then it is most ab- 
surd, because it cannot be spoken of any thing seen; that is, of 
a substantive, unless it agrees with it, and be of the same gender ; 
that is, in plain English, it is neither taken adjectively nor sub- 
stantively ; not adjectively, because it is not of the same gender ; 
not substantively, because it is not of the same gender ; that is, 
because substantively it is not adjectively. But the reason he adds 
is as frivolous ; because no man pointing to his brother will say 
Hoc est frater meus, but Hic est frater meus. 1 grant it. But if 
it be a thing without life you may affirm it in the neuter gender, 
because it being of neither sex, the subject is supplied by thing, 
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so that you may say Hoc est aqua, “This is water:” so in S. Peter®, 
Todro xdpis, “« This is grace,” and ddxrvdos Ocod ear rotro4. But 
of a person present you cannot say so, because he is present, and 
there is nothing distinet from him, neither re nor ratione, in the 
thing nor in the understanding; and therefore you must say hic, 
not hoc; because there is no subject to be supposed distinct from 
the predicate. But when you see an image or figure of your bro- 
ther, you may then say, Hoc est frater meus, because here is some- 
thing to make a subject distinct from the predicate. This thing 
or this picture, this figure or this anything that can be under- 
stood, and not expressed, may make a neuter gender; and every 
schoolboy knows it: so it is in the blessed sacrament, there is a 
subject or a thing distinct from corpus: This bread, this which 
you see, 7s my body ; and therefore is in doc no impropriety, though 
bread be understood. 

2. To which I add this; that though bread be the nearest 
part of the thing demonstrated, yet it is not bread alone, but 
sacramental bread; that is, bread so used, broken, given, eaten, 
as it is in the institution and use: rodro, this is my body; and 
rodro refers to the whole action about the bread and wine, and 
so totro may be easily understood without an impropriety. And 
indeed it is necessary that rodre, this, should take in the whole 
action on all sides; because the bread neither is the natural 
body of Christ, nor yet is it alone a sufficient symbol or repre- 
sentment of it. But the bread broken, blessed, given, distributed, 
taken, eaten, this is Christ’s body, viz. as Origen’s expression ® is, 
typicum symbolicumque corpus. By the way, give me leave to 
express some little indignation against those words of Bellarmine, 
which cannot easily be excused from blasphemy ; saying, that if 
our Lord had said of the bread which the apostles saw and knew 
to be bread, This is my body, absurdissima esset locutio, “it had 
been a most absurd speech.” So careless are these opiniators of 
what they say, that rather than their own fond opinions should 
be confuted, they care not to impute nonsense to the eternal wis- 
dom of the Father. And yet that Christ did say this of bread so 
ordered and to be used, Hoc est corpus meum, besides that the 
thing is notorious, I shall prove most evidently. 

3. First, that which Christ broke, which he gave to his dis- 
ciples, which he bid them eat, that he affirmed was his body. 
What gave he but what he broke? what did he break, but that 
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which he took? what did he take ? accepit panem, (saith the serip- 
ture,) he took bread, thorefore of bread it was that ho aflirmed, ¢¢ 
was his body. Now the Roman doetors will by no means endure 
this ; for if of bread ho affirmed it. to be his body, then we have 
cleared the question, for it is bread and Christ's body too ; that 
is, it is bread naturally, and Christ's body spiritually ; tor that it 
sannot be both raturad/y, they unanimously affirm. And wo are 
suro upon this article; for disparatum de disparato von pradica- 
tur propric; itis a rule of naturo and essential reason, if 1t be 
bread, it is not a stone, if it be a mouse, it is not a mule; and 
therefore when thore is any predieation mado of one diverse thing 
by another, the proposition must needs bo improper and figura- 
tive. And the gloss of Gratian disputes it wellf; « Tf bread be 
the body of Christ, (viz. properly and naturally,) then something 
that is not born of the Virgin Mary is tho body of Christ ; and 
the body of Christ should be both alive and dead.” Now that 
hoc, this, points to bread, besides the notoriousness of the thing in 
the story of tho Gospels, in the mattor of fret, and S. Paul eall- 
ing it drvad so often, (as T shall show in the sequol,) it ought to 
be certain to the Roman doctors, and confessed, because by 
their doctrines when Christ. said jvc, ‘his, and a while after, it 
was bread ; because it was not conscerated till tho last syllable 
was spoken. To avoid this, thorefore, thoy turn themselves into 
all the opinions and diseuises that ean bo devised. Stapleton 
says’, that hor, this, docs only signify the predicate, and is refer- 
red to the body, so as Adam said, This és flesh of my flesh and 
bone of my bone ; hoe, not this rib, but this thing, this predicate ; 
so, Lhe est filius meus, Mie est sanguis testanente. Now this is 
confuted before ; for it can only be true when thore is no differ- 
ence of subject and predicate, as in all figures and sacraments 
and artificial representments there are. Some others say, This 
as, that is, This shall be my body; so that is demonstrates not 
what is, but what shall be. But this prevailed not amongst 
them. Others say that this sicnifies nothing; so Tnnocentius 
tho Third, Major, the count of Mirandula, de Capite Fontiun, 
and Catharinus. Othors yot. affirm that ¢his signifies (hese acci- 
dents. So Ruard Tapper and others, whom Suarez rockons and 
confutes. ‘Thomas Aquinas and his scholars affirm that this 
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demonstrates neither bread nor the body, nor nothing, nor the 
accidents, but a substance indefinitely, which is under the acci- 
dents of bread; as when Christ turned the water into wine, he 
might have said Hoc est vinum, not meaning that water is wine, 
but this which is here, or this which is in the vessel, is wine ; 
which is an instance in which Bellarmine pleases himself very 
much, and uses it more than once, not at all considering that in 
this form of speech there is the same mistake as in the former ; 
for in this example there are not two things, as we contend there 
are in the sacrament ; and that to make up the proposition, the 
understanding is forced to make an artificial subject ; and thes 
refers to wine, and is determined by his imaginary subject, and 
makes not an essential or physical, but a logical predication ; 
This which ts in the vessel is wine: and the proposition is identi- 
cal, if it be reduced to a substantial. But when Christ said Hoe est 
corpus meum, Hoe, first, neither points to corpus as the other doeg 
to vinum, even by their own confession, nor yet, secondly, to an 
artificial subject, whereby it can by imagination become demon- 
strative and determinate ; for then it were no real affirmative, 
not at all significative, much less effective of a change: nor yet, 
thirdly, will they allow that it points to that subject which is really 
there, viz. bread ; but what then? it demonstrates something real, 
that either, 1, is not the predicate, and then there would be two 
things disparate signified by it, two distinct substances, which 
in this case could be nothing but bread and the body of Christ : 
or, 2, it demonstrates nothing but the predicate, and then the 
proposition were identical, viz. this body of Christ ts the body of 
Christ; which is an absurd predication: or else, 3, it demonstrates 
something that is indemonstrable, pointing at something that is 
nothing certain, and then it cannot be pointed at or demonstrated; 
for if by this which is under the species they mean any certain 
substance, it must be bread or the body of Christ, either of which 
undoes their cause. 

4. But if it be inquired by what logic or grammar it can be 
that a pronoun demonstrative should signify indeterminately, 
that is, an indiciduum vagum ; they tell us no, it does noth: 
but it signifies an “ individual, determinate substance under the 
accidents of bread, not according to the formality of the bread, 
but secundum rationem substantia communem et individuam vage 
per ordinem ad accidentia, but according to the formality of a sub- 
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stanee common and individual, indefinitely or indeterminately by 
order to those accidents:” so Gregory de Valentia : which 3s as 
good and perfect nonsense as ever was spoken. It is determinate 
and not determinate, it is substantial in order to accidents, mn- 
dividual and yet common, universal and particular; 1 is limited, 
but after an unlimited manner; that is, it is and it is not; that 
is, it is the logic and the grammar, and the proper sense of tran- 
substantiation, which is not to be understood but by them that 
know the new and secret way to reconcile contradictories. Bel- 
larmine sweetens the sense of this as well as he may, and says 
that the pronoun demonstrative does point out and demonstrate 
the species, that is, the accidents of bread ; these accidents are 
certain and determinatei; so that the pronoun demonstrative 1s 
on the side of the species or accidents, not of the substance. But 
yet so as to mean not the accidents, but the substance, and not 
the substance which is, but which shall be; for it is not the same 
yet: which indeed is the same nonsense with the former, abused 
or set off with a distinction, the parts of which contradict each 
other. The pronoun demonstrative does only point to the acei- 
dents, and yet does not mean the accidents, but the substance 
under them; and yet it does not mean the substance that is 
under them, but that which shall be; for the substance which 
is meant is not yet: and it does not point at the substance, but 
yet it means it: for the substance indeed is meant by the pro- 
noun demonstrative, but that it does not at all demonstrate it, 
but the accidents only. And indeed this is a fine secret: the 
substance is pointed at before it is, and the demonstration is 
upon the accidents but means the substance, in obliquo, but not 
am recto; not directly, but as by the bye; just as a man can see 
a thing before it be made, and by pointing at a thing which you 
see, demonstrates or shews you a thing which shall never be 
seen. But then if you desire to know how it was pointed at be- 
fore it was, that is the secret not yet revealed. But finally this 
is the doctrine that hath prevailed at least in the Jesuits’ schools. 
This points out something under the accidents of bread, meaning, 
“This which is contained under the accidents of bread is my body :” 
there it rests. But before it go any further I shall disturb his 
rest with this syllogism : When Christ said, Hoe, this is my body ; 
by this he meant, This which is contained under the accidents of 
bread is my body: but at that instant, that which was contained 
iL, 1. Euch. c. 11, sect. Ad id vero. 
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under the accidents of bread was the substance of bread; there- 
fore to the substance of bread Christ pointed, that he related to 
by the pronoun demonstrative, and of that he affirmed it was his 
body. The major is that the Jesuits contend for; the minor is 
affirmed by Bellarmine, Quando dicitur [hoc] tum non est presens 
substantia corporis Christi: therefore the conclusion ought to be 
his, and owned by them. However, I will make bold to call it a 
demonstration upon their own grounds, and conclude that it is 
bread and Christ’s body too; and that is the doctrine of the pro- 
testants. And JI add this also, that it seems a great folly to de- 
claim against us for denying the literal, natural sense, and yet 
that themselves should expound it in a sense which suffers a vio- 
lence and a most unnatural, ungrammatical torture ; for if they 
may change the words from the right sense and case to the oblique 
and indirect, why may not we? and it is less violence to say, Hoc est 
corpus meum, i.e. Hie pants est corpus mewm ; viz. spiritualiter : 
than to say, Hoe est, that is, sub his speciebus est corpus meum. 
And this was the sense of Ocham'*, the father of the Nominalists : 
it may be held that under the species of bread there remains also 
the substance; because this is neither against reason nor any au- 
thority of the Bible; and of all the manners this is most reason- 
able, and more easy to maintain, and from thence follow fewer 
inconveniences than from any other. Yet because of the deter- 
mination of the church, (viz. of Rome,) all the doctors commenly 
hold the contrary. By the way, observe that their church hath 
determined against that, against which neither the scripture nor 
reason hath determined. 

5. The case is clearer in the other kind, as in transition I noted 
above!: Tovto 76 rornpiov, hic caliz. I demand to what rodro, 
hic, this, does refer?) what it demonstrates and points at? The 
text sets the substantive down, zorvjpiov, this cup ; that is, the 
wine in this cup; of this it is that he affirmed it to be the blood 
of the new testament, or the new testament in his blood: that is, this 
is the sanction of the everlasting testament, I make it in my 
blood, this is the symbol; what I do now in sign, I will do to- 
morrow in substance, and you shall for ever after remember and 
represent it thus in sacrament. I cannot devise what to say 
plainer than that this rotro points at the chalice. 
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Hoc potate merum™ 


so Juvencus, a priest of Spain in the reign of Constantine, “ Drink 
this wine :” but by the way this troubled somebody, and there- 
fore an order was taken to corrupt the words by changing them 
into Hunc potate meum ; but that the cheat was too apparent : 
and if it be so of one kind, it is so in both, that is beyond all 
question. Against this, Bellarmine brings argumentum robustis- 
simum, a most robustious argument": by torypiov, or cup, can- 
not be meant the wine in the cup, because it follows, év aipati 
pov 76 imep tuav exyuvdpevov, This cup is the new testament in my 
blood, which was shed for you ; referring to the cup, for the word 
can agree with nothing but the cup; therefore by the cup is 
meant not wine but blood, for that was poured out. To this I 
oppose these things; 1. Though it does not agree with aipar:, 
yet it must refer to it, and is an ordinary xardxpnots of case 
called dvriarwois: and it is not unusual in the best masters of lan- 
guage: ov mpocexréov ipiv ears Tots TovTwr Adyots €lddras, for Eetdé- 
ow, in Demosthenes: so also Goclenius in his grammatical pro- 
blems observes another out of Cicero; Bene autem dicere, quod 
est perite loqui, non habet definitam aliquam regionem, cujus termt- 
nis septa teneatur; many more he cites out of Plato, Homer, and 
Virgil; and methinks these men should least of all object this, 
since in their Latin Bible Sixtus Senensis confesses°, and all the 
world knows, there are innumerable barbarisms and improprie- 
ties, hyperbata and antiptoses. But in the present case it is easily 
supplied by éort, which is frequently understood and implied in 
the article rd: 1d éxxvvduevov, that is, rd éort éxyuydpevov, that 
is, in my blood which is shed for you. 2. If it were referred to cup, 
then the figure were more strong. and violent, and the expression 
less literal ; and therefore it makes much against them, who are 
undone if you admit figurative expressions in the institution of 
this sacrament. %. To what can rodro refer but to orrpioy, this 
cup, and let what sense soever be affixed to it afterwards, if it do 
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not suppose a figure, then there is no such thing as figures, or 
words, or truth, or things. 4. That éxyvvduevov must refer to aiya, 
appears by S. Matthew and 8S. Mark, where the word is directly 
applied to blood: S. Paul uses not the word, and Bellarmine him- 
self gives the rule, Verba Domini rectius exposita a Marco, &c. 
When one evangelist is plain, by him we are to expound an- 
other that is not plain: and S. Basil in his reading of the words, 
either following some ancienter Greek copy, or else mending it 
out of the other evangelists, changes the case into perfect gram- 
mar and good divinity, d.a6j«Kn earl év r@ aluari pou To bTep tuov 
CxXUVOPLEVY. 

6. Thirdly. The symbols of the blessed sacrament are called 
bread and the cup, after consecration; that is, in the whole use 
of them. This is twice affirmed by S. Paul: The cup of blessing 
which we bless, is it not the communication (so it should be read) 
of the blood of Christ? the bread which we break, is it not the con- 
munication of the body of Christ’? as if he had said, This bread is 
Christ's body; though there be also this mystery in it, This bread 
is the communication of Christ's body, that is, the exhibition and 
donation of it, not Christ’s body formally, but virtually and effect- 
ively ; it makes us communicate with Christ’s body in all the 
effects and benefits. A like expression we have in Valerius Maxi- 
mus, where Scipio in the feast of Jupiter is said Graccho commu- 
nicasse concordiam, that is, consignasse, ‘he communicated con- 
cord ;” he consigned it with the sacrifice, giving him peace and 
friendship, the benefit of that communication; and so is the cup 
of benediction, that is, when the cup is blessed it communicates 
Christ’s blood, and so does the blessed bread ; for “to eat the 
bread, in the New Testament is the sacrifice of Christians;” they 
are the words of S. Austin’, Omnes de uno pane participamus ; so 
S. Paul, We all partake of this one bread. Hence the argument 
is plain ; that which is broken is the communication of Christ’s 
body; but that which is broken is bread, therefore bread is the 
communication of Christ’s body. The bread which we break, those 
are the words. 

7 Fourthly The other place of S. Paul is plainer yet': Let a 
man examine himself, and so let him eat of that bread and drink of 
that cup: and, So often as ye eat this bread and drink this cup, ye 
declare the Lord’s death till he come: and the same also verse 27: 
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three times in this chapter he calls the eucharist bread. It is 
bread, sacramental bread, when the communicant eats it ; but 
he that in the church of Rome should call to the priest to give 
him a piece of bread, would quickly find that instead of bread 
he should have a stone or something as bad. But S. Paul had 
a little of the Macedonian simplicity, calling things by their own 
plain names. . 
8. Fifthly. Against this some little things are pretended in 
answer by the Roman doctors. 1. That the holy eucharist, or 
the sacred body, is called bread because it is made of bread ; as 
Eve is called of Adam, bone of his bone ; and the rods changed 
into serpents are still called rods ; or else because it sometimes 
was bread, therefore so it is called after: just as we say, ‘The 
blind see, the lame walk, the harlots enter into the kingdom of 
heaven.” Which answer although Bellarmine mislikes’, yet 
lest any others should be pleased with it, I have this certain con- 
futation of it; that by the Roman doctrine the bread is wholly 
annihilated, and nothing of the bread becomes any thing of the 
holy body ; and the holy body never was bread, not so much as 
the matter of bread remaining in the change. It cannot there- 
fore be called bread unless it be bread, at least not for this 
reason. Yor if the body of Christ be not bread then, neither 
ever was it bread, neither was it made of bread; and therefore 
these cannot be the reasons, because they are not true. But in 
the instances alleged the denomination still remains ; because the 
change was made in the same remaining matter, or in the same 
person, or they were to be so again as they were before ; nothing 
of which can be affirmed of the eucharist by their doctrine ; 
therefore these instances are not pertinent. 2. Others answer, 
that the holy body is called dread because it seems to be so; just 
as the effigies and forms of pomegranates, of bulls, of serpents, 
of cherubim, are called by the names of those Creatures whom 
they do resemble. I reply, that well they may, because there is 
there no danger of being deceived by such appellations, no man 
will suppose them other than the pictures, and so to speak is 
usual and common. But in the matter of the holy eucharist it 
ought not to be called bread for the likeness to bread, unless it 
were bread indeed; because such likeness and such appellation 
are both of them a temptation against that which these men call 
an article of faith; but rather because it is like bread, and all 
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the world are apt to take it for such, it ought to have been de- 
scribed with caution, and affirmed to be Christ and God, and not 
to be bread though it seem so. But when it is often called bread 
in scripture, which name the church of Rome does not at all use 
in the mystery, and is never called in scripture the Son of God, 
or God, or Christ, which words the church of Rome does often 
use in the mystery; it is certain that it is called dread, not 
because it is like bread, but because it is so indeed. And indeed 
upon such an answer as this, it is easy to affirm an apple to be 
a pigeon and no apple; for if it be urged that all the world calls 
it an apple, it may be replied then as now, “It is true they call 
it an apple, because it is like an apple, but indeed it is a pigeon.” 
3. Some of them say when it is called bread, it is not meant that 
particular kind of nourishment, but in general it means any 
food; and so only represents Christ’s body as a celestial Divine 
thing intended some way to be our food. Just as in S. John vi. 
Christ is called the bread that came down from heaven, not mean- 
ing material bread, but Divine nourishment. But this is the 
weakest of all, because this which is called bread is broken, is 
eaten, hath the accidents of bread, and all the signs of his proper 
nature; and it were a strange violence that it should here signify 
any manner of food to which it is not like, and not signify that 
to which it is so like. Besides this, bread here signifies as wine 
or chalice does in the following words ; now that did signify the 
Sruit of the vine, that special manner of drink, (Christ himself 
being the interpreter,) and therefore so must this mean that 
special manner of food. 

9. Sixthly. If after the blessing the bread doth not remain, 
but (as they affirm) be wholly annihilated, then by blessing God 
destroys a creature, which indeed is a strange kind of blessing ; 
‘O d€ eds evAoySv BeBaior Tos Adyous TO Epyo, Kal TavTodamhy 
mapéxer popay dyabGv tots eddoyoupévots, saith Suidas, verb. EdAo- 
yijcat: “ When God blesses, he confirms his words with deeds, 
and gives all sorts of good to that which he blesses.” And cer- 
tain it is, that although blessing can change it, it must yet change 
it to the better; and so we affirm he does; for the bread, besides 
the natural being, by being blessed becomes the body of Christ 
in a sacramental manner ; but then it must remain bread still, 
or else it receives not that increase and change; but if it be 
annihilated and becomes nothing, it is not Christ’s body in any 
sense, nor in any sense can pretend to be blessed. To which 
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add the words of S. Austin®, [lle ad quem non esse non pertinet 
non est causa deficiendi, id est, tendendi ad non esse: “ He that 
is the fountain of all being, is not the cause of not being, much 
less can his blessing cause any thing not to be.” It follows 
therefore, that by blessing the bread becomes better, but there- 
fore it still remains. ; 
10. Seventhly. That it is bread of which Christ affirmed, Z’hes 
is my body, and that it is bread after consecration, was the doc- 
trine of the Fathers in the primitive church. I begin with the 
words of a whole council of Fathers, in Trullo at Constantinople, 
decreeing thus against the Aguarii: Jn sanctis nihil plus quam 
corpus Christi offeratur, ut ipse Dominus tradidit, hoc est, panis et 
vinum aqua mixtum ; “In the holy places or offices, let nothing 
more be offered but the body of Christ, as the Lord himself de- 
livered, that is, bread and wine mingled with water. So Justin 
Martyry. EvxapiornOcioar rpopyy e€ fs aipa Kal OdpKES KATA peTa- 
Boddy rpépovrar huey exetvou Tov capxotoinBévros “Inco Kat cdpKa 
7d alua eddyOnuev eivac: “ We are taught that the food made 
eucharistical, the food which by change nourishes our flesh and 
blood, is the flesh and blood of Jesus incarnate,” od yap os 
xowdv dprov, “we do not receive it as common bread :” no, for 
it is rpop) edyaptornOcica, it is made sacramental and eucharist- 
ical, and so it is sublimed to become the body of Christ. But 
it is natural food still, and that for two reasons. 1. Because still 
he calls it bread, not common bread, but extraordinary, yet bread 
still. Cardinal Perron says, “It follows not to say, it is not com- 
mon bread, therefore it is bread ; so as of those which appeared 
as men to Abraham, we might say they were not common men ; 
but it follows not that they were men at all. So the Holy Ghost 
descending like a dove upon the blessed Jesus was no common 
dove; and yet it follows not it was a dove at all.” I reply to 
this, that of whatsoever you can say it is extraordinary in his 
kind, of that you may also affirm it to be of that kind ; as concern- 
ing the richest scarlet, if you say this is no ordinary colour, you 
suppose it to be a colour: so the Corinthian brass was no com- 
mon brass, and the colossus was no common statue, and Christ- 
mas day is no common day, yet these negatives suppose the affirm- 
ative of their proper subject : Corinthian brass is brass, colossus 
is a statue, and Christmas day isa day. But if you affirm of a 
counterfeit, or of an image, or a picture, by saying it is no com- 
x Lib. 83. quest. 21. y Just. Martyr. Apol. 2. 
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mon thing, you deny to it the ordinary nature by diminution ; 
but if it have the nature of the thing, then to say it is not 
common, denies the ordinary nature by addition and eminency ; 
the first says it is not so at all, the second says it is more than 
so; and this is taught to every man by common reason, and he 
could have observed it if he had pleased; for it is plain Justin 
said this of that, which before the consecration was known to 
be natural bread, and therefore now to say it was not common 
bread, is to say it is bread and something more. 2. The second 
reason from the words of Justin to prove it to be natural food 
still is because it is that by which our blood and our flesh is nou- 
rished by change. Bellarmine says, that these words, by which our 
flesh and blood is nourished,mean by which they use to be nourished ; 
not meaning that they are nourished by this bread when it is eu- 
charistical. But besides that this is gratis dictum, without any 
colour or pretence from the words of Justin, but by a presumption 
taken from his own opinion, as if it were impossible that Justin 
should mean any thing against his doctrine ; besides this, I say, 
the interpretation is insolent, nutriuntur, 1. ¢. solent nutriri; as 
also because both the verbs are of the present tense, rpeporrar 
odpxes and cua edvddyOnuer eivat, “the flesh and blood are nou- 
rished by bread,” and “it is the body of Christ ;” that is, both in 
conjunction ; so that he says not, as Bellarmine would have him, 
Cibus ille ex quo carnes nostre ali solent cum prece mystica conse- 
cratur, eficitur corpus Christi ; but, Cibus ille quo carnes nostre 
aluntur, est corpus Christi. The difference is material, and the 
matter is apparent; but upon this alone I rely not. To the 
same purpose are the words of Irenzeus?, Dominus accipiens pa- 
nem, suum corpus esse confitebatur, et temperamentum calicis, suum 
sanguinem confirmavit ; “ Our Lord taking bread confessed it to 
be his body, and the mixture of the cup he confirmed to be his 
blood.” Here Irenzeus affirms to be true what Bellarmine says@ 
non potest fiert, “cannot be done ;” that in the same proposition 
bread should be the subject, and body should be the predicate ; 
Ireneus says that Christ said it to be so, and him we follow. 
But most plainly in his fifth book, Quando ergo et mixtus 
caha, et fractus pants percipit verbum Dei, fit eucharistia san- 
gwims et corporis Christi; ex quibus augetur et consistit car- 
nis nostre substantia: Quomodo carnem negant capacem esse do- 
nationis Dei qui est vita eterna, que sanguine et corpore Christi 
nutritur? and a little after he affirms that we are “flesh of his 


Z 14. 57. @ De Ewch, 1. 3. c. 19. 


534 Of the Real Presence of SECT. V. 


flesh and bone of his bones; and that this is not understood 


of the spiritual man, but of the natural disposition or temper > 
que de calice qui est sanguis ejus nutritur, et de pane qua est corpus 
ejus augetur ; and again, eum calicem qut est creatura suum sangut- 
nem qui effusus est ex quo auget nostrum sanguine, et eum panem, §¢. 
qui est creatura, suum corpus confirmavit ex quo nostra auget cor- 
pora: itis made the eucharist of the bread, and the body of 
Christ out of that, of which the substance of our flesh consists 
and is increased : by the bread which he confirmed to be his body 
he increases our bodies, by the blood which was poured out he 
inereases our blood : that is the sense of Irenzeus so often repeated. 
And to the same purpose is that of Origen? ; "Eott dé kal ovpBo- 
ov hyiv rijs mpos Tov Ocdv edxaptotias apros ebyapiotla KaAdovpevos ; 
“The bread, which is called the eucharist, is to us the symbol of 
thanksgiving or eucharist to God.” So also Tertullian’, Acceptum 
panem et distributum discipulis suis corpus suum fecit ; * He made 
the bread which he took and distributed to his disciples to be-his 
body.” But more plainly in his book de Corona Milites ; Calicis 
aut panis nostri aliquid decuti in terram anwie patimur; “We 
cannot endure that any of the cup or any thing of the bread be 
thrown to the ground.” The eucharist he plainly calls bread ; 
and that he speaks of the eucharist is certain, and Bellarmine 
quotes the words to the purpose of shewing how reverently the 
eucharist was handled and regarded 4. The like is in S.Cypriane ; 
Dominus corpus suum panem vocat, et sanguinem suum vinum ap- 
pellat ; “Our Lord calls bread his body, and wine his blood.” So 
John Maxentius‘, in the time of pope Hormisda, “ The bread 
which the whole church receives in memory of the passion, is the 
body of Christ.” And S.Cyril of Jerusalem is earnest in this 
affairs ; ‘Since our Lord hath declared and said to us of bread, 
This is my body, who shall dare to doubt it?” which words I the 
rather note, because cardinal Perron brings them as if they made 
for his cause, which they most evidently destroy. For if of bread 
Christ made this affirmation, that it is his body, then it is both 
bread and Christ’s body too, and that is it which we contend for. 
In the dialogues against the Marcionites, collected out of Max- 
imus*, Origen is brought in proving the reality of Christ’s flesh and 
blood in his incarnation, by this argument: If, as these men say, 
he be without flesh and blood, # rivos odparos 7) wolov alwaros eikdvas 
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Sid0bs dprov re Kal moripiov éveréArero, &e.; “of what body and of 
what blood did he command the images or figures giving the bread 
and cup to his disciples, that by these a remembrance of him 
should be made?” But Acacius, the successor of Eusebius in his 
bishopric’, calls it bread and wine even in the very use and sancti- 
fication of us: Panis vinumque ex hac materia vescentes sanctificat ; 
“the bread and wine sanctifies them that are fed with this mat- 
ter.” In typo sanguinis sui non obtulit aquam sed vinum; so 
S. Hieromi: “he offered wine, not water, in the type” (repre- 
sentment or sacrament) “of his blood.” ‘To the same purpose, 
but most plain, are the words of Theodoret*, *Ev ye tév pvotn- 
ploy napaddces, cGpa Tov dprov éxddece kal aiva rd Kpaya: “In the 
exhibition of the mysteries he called bread his body, and the mix- 
ture in the chalice he called blood.” So also S. Austin, Serm. 9. 
de Diversis ; « The eucharist is our daily bread, but we receive it 
so that we are not only nourished by the belly, but also by the un- 
derstanding.” And I cannot understand the meaning of plain 
Latin, if the same thing be not affirmed in the little mass-book 
published by Paulus V for the English priests: Deus qui humani 
generis utramque substantiam presentium munerum alimento, tribue 
quesumus, ut corum et corporibus nostris subsidium non desit et 
mentibus ; the present gifts were appointed for the nourishment 
both of soul and body. Who please may see more in Maca- 
rius, 27th Homily, and Ammonius in his Evangelical Harmony 
in the Bibilotheca PP. and this though it be decried nowa- 
days in the Roman schools, yet was the doctrine of Scotus), 
Durandus™, Ocham", Cameracensis®, and Bielp, and those men 
were for consubstantiation; that Christ's natural body was 
together with natural bread ; which although I do not approve, 
yet the use that | now make of them cannot be denied me; it 
was their doctrine, that after consecration bread still remains; 
after this, let what can follow. But that I may leave the 
ground of this argument secure, I add this, that in the primi- 
tive church eating the eucharistical bread was esteemed a break- 
ing the fast, which is not imaginable any man can admit, but 
he that believes bread to remain after consecration, and to be 
nutritive as before: but so it was, that in the second age of the 
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church it was advised that either they should end their station 
(or fast) at the communion, or defer the communion to the end 
of the station; as appears in Tertullian, de Oratione, cap. 14, 
which unanswerably proves that then it was thought to be 
bread, and nutritive, even then when it was eucharistical : 
and Picus MirandulaP affirms, that if a Jew or a Christian 
should eat the sacrament for refection, it breaks his fast. The 
same also is the doctrine of all those churches who use the 
liturgies of S. James, S. Mark, and 8. Chrysostom, who hold 
that receiving the holy communion breaks the fast, as appears 
in the disputation of cardinal Humbert with Nicetas about 600 
years ago. The sum of all is this: if of bread Christ said, This 
is my body, because it cannot be true in a proper natural sense, it 
implying a contradiction that it should be properly bread and 
properly Christ's body ; it must follow, that it is Christ’s body 
in a figurative improper sense. But if the bread does not remain 
bread, but be changed by blessing into our Lord’s body; this 
also is impossible to be in any sense true, but by affirming the 
change to be only in use, virtue, and condition, with which 
change the natural being of bread may remain. For he that 
supposes that by the blessing, the bread ceases so to be that 
nothing of it remains, must also necessarily suppose that the 
bread being no more, it neither can be the body of Christ nor 
any thing else. For it is impossible that what is taken abso- 
lutely from all being, should yet abide under a certain differ- 
ence of being, and that that thing which is not at all should yet 
be after a certain manner. Since therefore (as I have proved) 
the bread remains, and of bread it was affirmed, This is my 
body, it follows inevitably that it is figuratively, not properly and 
naturally spoken of bread, that it is the flesh or body of our 
Lord. 
SECTION VI. 
Est Corpus meum. 

1. Tue next words to be considered are Est corpus —This ts 
my body; and here begins the first tropical expression ; est, that 
is, significat or representat, et exhibet corpus meum, say some. 
This is my body ; it is to all real effects the same to your parti- 
culars, which my body is to all the church: it signifies the 
breaking of my body, the effusion of my blood for you, and applies 
my passion to you, and conveys to you all the benefits; as thig 
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nourishes your bodies, so my body nourishes your souls to 
life eternal, and consigns your bodies to immortality. Others 
make the trope in corpus, so that est shall signify properly, 
but corpus is taken in a spiritual sense, sacramental and mys- 
terious; not a natural and presential: whether the figure be 
in est or in corpus is but a question of rhetoric, and of no effect. 
That the proposition is tropical and figurative is the thing, 
and that Christ's natural body is now in heaven definitively, 
and nowhere else; and that he is in the sacrament as he can 
be in a sacrament, in the hearts of faithful receivers, as he 
hath promised to be there; that is, in the sacrament mysti- 
eally, operatively, as in a moral and Divine instrument in the 
hearts of receivers by faith and blessing ; this is the truth and 
the faith of which we are to give a reason and account to them 
that disagree. But this which is to all the purpose which any 
one pretends can be in the sumption of Christ’s body naturally, 
yet will not please the Romanists unless est, “‘is,” signify pro- 
perly without trope or metonymy, and corpus be corpus naturale. 
Here then I join issue: it is not Christ’s body properly or natu- 
rally : for though it signifies a real effect, yet it signifies the body 
figuratively, or the effects and real benefits. 

2. Now concerning this, there are very many inducements to 
infer the figurative or tropical interpretation. 1. In the language 
which our blessed Lord spake, there is no word that can express 
significat, but they use the word 7s ; the Hebrews and the Syrians 
always join the names of the signs with the things signified : and 
since the very essence of a sign is to signify, it is not an improper 
elegancy in those languages to use es# for significat. 2. It is usual 
in the Old Testament, as may appear, to understand est when 
the meaning is for the present, and not to express it ; but when 
it signifies the future, then to express it: the seven fat cows, 
seven years ; the seven withered ears shall be seven years of famine. 
3. The Greek interpreters of the Bible supply the word est in 
the present tense, which is omitted in the Hebrew, as in the 
places above quoted: but although their language can very well 
express signifies, yet they follow the Hebrew idiom. 4.In the 
New Testament the same manner of speaking is retained, to de- 
clare that the nature and being of signs is to signify they have 
no other esse but significare, and therefore they use est for signi- 
ficat. The seed is the word : the field is the world : the reapers are 
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the angels: the harvest is the end of the world : the rock is Christ 
Iam the door: I am the vine: my Father ts the husbandman: I 
am the way, the truth, and the life: Sarah and Agar are the two 
testaments : the stars are the angels of the churches: the candlesticks 
are the churches: and many more of this kind. We have there- 
fore great and fair and frequent precedents for expounding this 
est by significat, for it is the style of both the Testaments to 
speak in signs and representments, where one disparate speaks 
of another, as it does here: the body of Christ, of the bread, 
which is the sacrament ; especially since the very institution of 
it is representative, significative, and commemorative: for 80 
said our blessed Saviour, Do this in memorial of me* ; and, This 
doing, ye shew forth the Lord’s death till he come, saith S. Paul. 

8. Secondly. The second credibility that our blessed Saviour’s 
words are to be understood figuratively, is, because it is a sacra- 
ment’: for mysterious and tropical expressions are very fre- 
quently, almost regularly and universally, used in scripture in 
sacraments and sacramentals. And therefore it is but a vain 
discourse of Bellarmine to contend, that this must be a proper 
speaking, because it is a sacrament: for that were all one as to 
say, he speaks mystically, therefore he speaks properly. Mvarnpiov 
is the Greek for a sacrament, and all the Greek that is for it in 
the New Testament: and when S. Paul tells of @ man praying 
in the spirit, but so as not to be understood, he expresses it by 
speaking mysteriest The mysterious and sacramental speaking is 
secret and dark. But so it is in the sacrament or covenant of 
circumcision. Todrd éor: 9 diadjun pov, This is my covenant”, and 
yet it was but the seal of the covenant, (if you believe S. Paul*,) 
it was a sacrament and a consignation of it, but it is spoken of 
it affirmatively; and the same words are used there as in the 
sacrament of the eucharist ; it is d3:a6%j«y in both places. 

4. And upon this account two other usual objections (pretend- 
ing that this being a covenant and a testament it ought to be 
expressed without a figure) are dissolved. For here is a covenant 
and a testament and a sacrament all in one, and yet the expres- 
sion of them is figurative; and the being a testament is so far 


r Nemo recordatur nisi quod in pre- existentia, aliud significantia. August. 
sentia non est positum. 8. August. in lib. 3. contr. Max. c.22. Sacramentum 
Psalm. xxxvii. dicitur sacrum signum, sive sacrum secre- 

s Hee n. sacramenta sunt, in quibus tum. Bern. Serm. de Coen. Dom, 
non quid sint, sed quid ostendant semper t 1 Cor. xiv. 2. 


, 2 & Gen, xvii. Io. 
attenditur, quoniam signa sunt rerum alind x Rom. iv. 11. 


2—4, Christ in the Holy Sacrament. 539 


from supposing all expression in it to be proper and free from 
figure, that itself, the very word testament, in the institution of 
the holy sacrament, is tropical or figurative: est testamentum, 
that is, est signum testamenti, it ts, that is, a signifies. And why 
they should say that a testament must have in it all plain words, 
and no figures or hard sayings, that contend that both the 
Testaments, New and Old, are very full of hard sayings, and 
upon that account forbid the people to read them, I confess I 
cannot understand. Besides this, though it be fit in temporal 
testaments all should be plain, yet we see all are not plain; and 
from thence come so many suits of law; yet there is not the 
same reason in spiritual or Divine, and in human testaments ; 
for in human, there is nothing but legacies and express com- 
mands, both which it is necessary that we understand plainly ; 
but in Divine testaments there are mysteries to exercise our 
industry and our faith, our patience and inquiry, some things for 
us to hope, some things for us to admire, some things to pry 
into, some things to act, some things for the present, some 
things for the future, some things pertaining to this life, some 
things pertaining to the life to come, some things we are to see 
in a glass darkly, some things reserved till the vision of God’s 
face. And after all this, in human testaments men ought to 
speak plainly, because they can speak no more when they are 
dead. But Christ can, for he being dead yet speaketh ; and he 
can by his Spirit make the church understand as much as he 
please; and he will as much as is necessary: and it might be 
remembered, that in scripture there is extant a record of Jacob’s 
testament, and of Moses’, which we may observe to be an allegory 
all the wayy. I have heard also of an Athenian that had two 
sons, and being asked on his deathbed to which of his two sons 
he would give his goods, to Leon or Pantaleon, which were the 
names of his two sons; he only said, dieu: tavradedvtt, but 
whether he meant to give all, savra, to Leon or to Pantaleon is 
not yet known. And in the civil law it is noted that testaments 
have figurative expressions very often; and therefore decreed, 
Non n. in causa testamentorum ad definitionem, (strictam, sive pro- 
priam verborum significationem, saith the gloss,) utique descenden- 
dum est, cum plerumque abusive loquantur, nec propriis vocabulis 
ac nominibus semper utantur testatores, 1. non aliter sect. Titius F’. 
de legat. et fidei com. And there are in law certain measures for 
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presumption of the testator’s meaning. These therefore are 
trifling arrests; even a commandment may be given with a 
figurative expression, and yet be plain enough: such was that 
of Jesus, Pray ye the Lord of the harvest, that he would send 
labourers into his harvest; and that, Jesus commanded his disci- 
ples to prepare the passover; and some others: so, Rend your 
hearts and not your garments, &e. And an article of faith may 
be expressed figuratively ; so is that of Christ's sitting at the 
right hand of his Father. And therefore much more may there 
be figurative expressions in the institution of a mystery, and yet 
be plain enough; Tropica loquutio cum fit ubi fiert solet, sine 
labore sequitur intellectus, said S. Austin, 1.3. de Doct. Christ. ¢. 37. 
Certain it is the church understood this well enough for a thou- 
sand years together, and yet admitted of figures in the institu- 
tion: and since these new men had the handling of it, and 
excluded the figurative sense, they have made it so hard that 
themselves cannot understand it, nor tell one another’s meaning, 
But it suffices as to this particular, that in scripture, doctrines 
and promises and precepts and prophecies and histories are 
expressed sometimes figuratively ; Dabo tibe claves ; and, Semen 
mulieris conteret caput serpentis; and, The dragon drew the third 
part of the stars with his tail; and, Fight the good fight of faith ; 
Put on the armour of righteousness ; and very many more. 

5. Thirdly. And indeed there is no possibility of distinguishing 
sacramental propositions from common and dogmatical, or from 
a commandment, but that these are affirmative of a nature, 
those of a mystery ; these speak properly, they are figurative : 
such as this; Unless a man be born of water and the Spirit he 
cannot enter into the kingdom of heaven. The proposition is sacra- 
mental, mystical, and figurative: Go and baptize, that is a pre- 
cept; therefore the rather is it literal and proper. So it is in 
the blessed sacrament, the institution is in, Jesus took bread and 
blessed it, and brake it, and gave to his disciples, saying, Take, eat. 
In these also there is a precept; and in the last words, Hoc 
facite—This do in remembrance of me ; but the sacramental pro- 
position, or the mystical, which explicates the sacrament, is, Hoc 
est corpus meum; and either this is, or there is no sacramental 
proposition in this whole affair to explicate the mystery, or the 
being a sacrament. But this is very usual in sacramental pro- 
positions: for so baptism is called regeneration, and it is called 
a burial by 8. Paul, for we are buried with him in baptism ; then 
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baptism is either sepulchrum or sepultura, the grave or the burial, 
but either of them is a figure, and it is so much used in sacra- 
mental and mystic propositions, that they are all so, or may 
be so; ut baptismus sepulchrum, sic hoc est corpus meum, saith 
S. Austin. And this is also observed in Gentile rites: 
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So Homer. The slain lambs and the wine were the sacrament, 
the faithful oaths, that is, the rite and mystery of their sanction ; 
they were oaths figuratively. 

6. Fourthly. But to save the labour of more instances, S.Aus- 
tin hath made the observation, and himself gives in a list of par- 
ticulars#: Solet autem res que significat, ejus rei nomine quam 
significat nuncupari ; septem spice, septem anni sunt (non enim 
dixit septem annos significant) et multa hujusmodi. Hine est quod 
dictum erat, Petra erat Christus, non enim dixit, Petra significat 
Christum, sed tanquam hoe esset quod utique per substantiam non 
erat, sed per significationem : “* The thing which signifies is wont 
to be called by that which it signifies; the seven ears of corn are 
seven years: he did not say they signified seven years, but are: 
and many like this. Hence it is said, the rock was Christ; for 
he said not, the rock signifies Christ; but as if the thing were 
that, not which it were in his own substance, but in significa- 
tion.” Pervulgatum est in scriptura, ut res figurata nomen habeat 
Jigure, saith Ribera>. That this is no unusual thing is confessed 
on all hands. 

7. So is that of Exodus, the lamb is the passover; and this does 
so verify S. Austin’s words, that in the New Testament the apo- 
stles asked our Lord, Where wilt thou that we prepare to eat the 
passover ? that is, the lamb which was the remembrance of the 
passover, as the blessed eucharist is of the death of Christ. To 
this instance Bellarmine speaks nothing to purposec; for he de- 
nies the lamb to signify the passover, or the passing of the angel 
over the houses of Israel, because there is no likelihood between 
the lamb and the passover; and to make the business up, he 
says, “the lamb was the passover :” by some straining, the lamb 
slain might signify the slaying the Egyptians, and remember their 
own escape at the time when they first eat the lamb: but by no 
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straining could the lamd be the thing ; especially, if for the dis- 
similitude it could not so much as signify it, how could it be the 
very same to which it was so extremely unlike? But he always 
says something, though it be nothing to the purpose: and yet it 
may be remembered that the eating the lamb was as proper an 
instrument of remembrance of that deliverance, as the eating 
consecrated bread is of the passion of our blessed Lord. ‘ But 
it seems the lamb is the very passover, as the very festival day 
is called the passover:’”? so he. And he says true in the same 
manner; but that is but by a trope or figure, for the feast is 
the feast of the passover; if you speak properly, it is the pass- 
over by a metonymy ; and so is the Jamd. And this instance is 
so much the more apposite, because it is the forerunner of the 
blessed eucharist, which succeeded that, as baptism did cireum- 
cision; and there is nothing of sense that hath been, or I think 
can be spoken, to evade the force of this instance, nor of the many 
other before reckoned. 

8. Fifthly. And as it is usual in all sacraments, so particu- 
larly it must be here, in which there is such a heap of tropes 
and figurative speeches, that almost in every word there is plainly 
a trope. For, 1, here is the cup taken for the thing contained 
in it. 2. Testament, for the legacy given by it. 3. This is not 
in recto, but in obliquo. This; that is, not this which you see, 
but ¢hzs which you do not see. This which is under the species 
is my body. 4. My body, but not bodily; my body without the 
forms and figure of my body, that is, my body, not as it is in 
nature, not as it is in glory, but as it is in sacrament; that is, 
my body sacramentally. 5. Drink ye: that is also improper ; for 
his blood is not drunk properly, for blood hath the same manner 
of existing in the chalice as it hath in the paten, that is, is under 
the form of wine as it is under the form of bread; and therefore 
it is in the veins, not separate, say they*, and yet it is in the 
bread, as it is in the chalice, and in both as upon the cross, that 
is, poured out, so Christ said expressly ; for else it were so far 
from being his blood, that it were not so much as the sacrament 
of what he gave; so that the wine in the chalice is not drunk, 
because it is not separate from the body; and in the bread it 
cannot be drunk, because there it is not in the veins; or if it were, 


d See Brerely Liturg. tract. 4. sect. 8. guinis. Sanguis n. Christi a corpore 
Glossa in c. Si per negligentiam, dist.2. Christi separari non valet, ergo nec stil- 
de Consecrat. in heec verba, de sanguine, are nec fluere potest. 
ait: De sanguine, i.e. de sacramento san- 
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yet is made as a consistent thing by the continent, but is not pota- 
ble: now that which follows from hence is, that it is not drunk 
at all properly, but figuratively : and so Mr. Brerely® confesses 
sometimes, and Janseniusf. There is also an impropriety in the 
word given, for shall be given; is poured out, for shall be poured 
out& ; in broken, for then it was not broken when Christ spake 
it, and it cannot be properly spoken since his glorification. Sal- 
meron allows an enallage in the former, and Suarez a metaphor 
in the latter. Frangi cum dicitur, est metaphorica locutio. And 
this is their excuse why in the Roman missal they leave out the 
words which is broken for you; for they do what they please ; 
they put in some words which Christ used not, and leave out 
something that he did use, and yet they are all the words of in- 
stitution. And upon the same account there is another trope 
in eat; and yet with a strange confidence these men wonder at 
us for saying the sacramental words are tropical or figurative, 
when even by their own confession and proper grounds’, there is 
scarce any word in the whole institution but admits an impro- 
priety. And then concerning the main predication, This ts my 
body, as Christ called bread his body, so he called his body bread, 
and both these affirmatives are destructive of transubstantiation ; 
for if of bread Christ affirmed, it is his body, by the rule of dis- 
parates it is figurative; and if of his body he affirmed it to be 
bread, it is certain also and confessed to be a figure. Now con- 
cerning this, besides that our blessed Saviour affirmed himself to 
be the bread that came down from heaven, calling himself bread, 
and in the institution calling bread his body ; we have the ex- 
press words of Theodoretk: ro wey odpate 7d TOU cupBddov TéOet- 
Kev Ovoua, TS OE cuypBdA@ Td Tov odyatos;Christ gave to his body 
the name of the symbol, and to the symbol the name of his body; 
and S. Cyprian speaks expressly to this purpose, as you may see 
above, sect. 5. n. 9. 

9. Sixthly. The strange inconveniences and impossibilities, 
the scandals and errors, the fancy of the Capernaites, and the 
temptations to faith, arising from the literal sense of these words, 


e See Brerely Liturg. tract. 4. sect.8. figura corporis Christi; Holcot. in 4. sent. 

f Concord. in eum locum. quest. 3. 
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1. 1. de Missa, c. 3. sect. Igitur. tom. 3. Gorran, Cajetan, Dion, Carth. Cathari- 
disp. 47. sect. 4. sect. Exempla tertiz. nus, Salmeron, Bened. Justinian, Sa, in 
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have been in other cases thought sufficient by all men to ex- 
pound words of scripture by tropes and allegories. The heresy 
of the Anthropomorphites and the Euchite, and the doctrine 
of the Chiliasts, and Origen gelding himself, proceeded from the 
literal sense of some texts of scripture, against which there is 
not the hundredth part of so much presumption as I shall in the 
sequel make to appear to lie against this. And yet no man puts 
out his right eye literally, or cuts off his right hand, to prevent 
a scandal. Certain it is, there hath been much greater inconve- 
nience by following the letter of these words of institution, than 
of any other in scripture: by so much as the danger of idolatry, 
and actual tyranny, and uncharitable damning others, and schism, 
are worse than any temporal inconvenience, or an error in a mat- 
ter of speculation. 

10. Seventhly. I argue out of S. Austin’s grounds thus!: As 
the Fathers did eat Christ’s body, so do we under a diverse sa- 
crament and different symbols, but in all the same reality; what- 
svever we eat, the same they did eat; for the difference is this 
only; they received Christ by faith in him that was to come, and 
we by faith in him that is come already ; but they had the same 
real benefit, Christ as really as we, for they had salvation as well 
as we. But the Fathers could not eat Christ’s flesh in a natural 
manner, for it was not yet assumed: and though it were as good 
an argument against our eating of it naturally, that it is gone 
from us into heaven; yet that which I now insist upon is, that it 
was cibus spiritualis which they eat under the sacrament of manna, 
therefore we under the sacrament of bread and wine eating the 
same meat, eat only Christ in a spiritual sense, that is, our spirit- 
ual meat. And this is also true in the other sacraments of the 
rock and the cloud: Our fathers eat of the same spiritual meat, and 
drank of the same spiritual drink, that is, Christ; so he after- 
wards expounds it. Now if they did eat and drink Christ, that 
is, were by him in sacrament, and to all reality of effect, nou- 
rished up to life eternal, why cannot the same spiritual meat 
do the same thing for us, we receiving it also in sacrament and 
mystery? 2. To which I add, that all they that do communi- 
cate spiritually do receive all the blessing of the sacrament, 
which could not be, unless the mystery were only sacramental, 
mysterious, and spiritual. Maldonate, speaking of something 
of this from the authority of S. Austin, is of opinion that if 

1 Tract. 26. in S. Johan. 


9—11. Christ in the Holy Sacrament. 545 


S. Austin were now alive, in very spite to the Calvinists™, he 
would have expounded that of manna otherwise than he did: 
it seems he lived in a good time, when malice and the spirit of 
contradiction were not so much in fashion in the interpretations 
of scripture. 

11. Now let it be considered, whether all that I have said be 
not abundantly sufficient to outweigh their confidence of the 
literal sense of these sacramental words. They find the words 
spoken, they say they are literally to be understood, they bring 
nothing considerable for it; there is no scripture that so expounds 
it, there is no reason in the circumstances of the words; but there 
is all the reason of the world against it, (as I have and shall shew,) 
and such, for the meanest of which very many other places of 
Scripture are drawn from the literal sense, and rest in a tropical 
and spiritual. Now in all such cases, when we find an inconve- 
nience press the literal expression of a text, instantly we find 
another that is figurative; and why it is not so done in this, the 
interest and secular advantages which are consequent to this 
opinion of the church of Rome may give sufficient account. In 
the mean time we have reason not to admit of the ‘literal sense 
of these words, not only by the analogy of other sacramental ex- 
pressions in both Testaments, I mean that of circumcision and 
the passover in the Old, and baptism, as Christ discoursed it to 
Nicodemus, in the New Testament; but also, 2, because the literal 
sense of the like words in this very article introduced the heresy 
of the Capernaites; and, 3, because the subject and the predicate 
in the words of institution are diverse and disparate, and cannot 
possibly be spoken of each other properly. 4. The words in the 
natural and proper sense seem to command an unnatural thing, 
the eating of flesh. 5. They rush upon infinite impossibilities, 
they contradict sense and reason, the principles and discourses 
of all mankind, and of all philosophy. 6. Our blessed Saviour 
tells us that the flesh projiteth nothing, and (as themselves pre- 
tend) even in this mystery, that his words were spirit and life. 
7. The literal sense cannot be explicated by themselves, nor by 
any body for them. 8. It is against the analogy of other scrip- 
tures. 9. It is to no purpose. 10. Upon the literal sense of the 
words, the church could not confute the Marcionites, Kutychians, 
Nestorians, the Aquarii". 11. It is against antiquity. 12. The 

m In S. Johan. vi. 49. 
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whole form of words in every of the members is confessed to be 
figurative by the opposite party. 13. It is not pretended to be 
verifiable without an infinite company of miracles, all which being 
more than needs, and none of them visible, but contestations 
against art and the notices of ¢wo or three sciences, cannot be 
supposed to be done by God, who does nothing superfluously. 
14. It seems to contradict an article of faith, viz. of Christ’s 
sitting in heaven in a determinate place, and being contained 
there till his second coming. Upon these considerations, and 
upon the account of all the particular arguments which I have 
and shall bring against it, it is not unreasonable, neither can it 
seem so, that we decline the letter, and adhere to the spirit, in 
the sense of these words. But I have divers things more to say 
in this particular, from the consideration of other words of the 
institution, and the whole nature of the thing. 


SECTION VII. 
Considerations of the Manner and Circumstances and Annexes of the 
Institution. 

1. Tue blessed sacrament is the same thing now as it was in 
the institution of it: but Christ did not really give his natural 
body in the natural sense when he eat his last supper, therefore 
neither does he now. ‘The first proposition is, beyond all dis- 
pute, certain, evident, and confessed; Hoc fucite convinces it: 
This do: what Christ did, his disciples are to do. I assume: 
Christ did not give his natural body properly in the last supper, 
therefore neither does he now; the assumption I prove by divers 
arguments. 

2. First, if then he gave his natural body, then it was naturally 
broken, and his blood was actually poured forth before the passion; 
for he gave rd cGya kddpevon, 7 norjptov, or alua éxxvvdpevor, his 
body was delivered broken, his blood was shed. Now those words 
were spoken either properly and naturally; and then they were 
not true, because his body was yet whole, his blood still in the 
proper channels; or else it was spoken in a figurative and sacra- 
mental sense, and so it was true; (as were all the words which 
our blessed Saviour spake ;) for that which he then ministered 
was the sacrament of his passion. 

3. Secondly, if Christ gave his body in the natural sense at the 
last supper, then it was either a sacrifice propitiatory, or it was 
not: if it was not, then it is not now, and then their dream of 
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the mass is vanished : if it was propitiatory at the last supper, 
then God was reconciled to all the world, and mankind was re- 
deemed before the passion of our blessed Saviour: which there- 
fore would have been needless and ineffective: so fearful are the 
consequents of this strange doctrine. 

4, Thirdly, if Christ gave his body properly in the last supper, 
and not only figuratively and in sacrament, then it could not be 
a representment or sacrament of his passion, but a real exhibi- 
tion of it: but that it was a sacrament only, appears by consider- 
ing that it was then alive; that the passion was future, that the 
thing was really to be performed upon the cross, that then he was 
to be delivered for the life of the world. In the last supper all 
this was in type and sacrament, because it was before, and the 
substance was to follow after. 

5. Fourthly, if the natural body of Christ was in the last 
supper under the accidents of bread, then his body at the same 
time was visible and invisible in the whole substance, visible in 
his person, invisible under the accidents of bread: and then it 
would be inquired what it was which the apostles received, what 
benefits they could have by receiving the body naturally; or 
whether it be imaginable that the apostles understood it in the 
literal sense, when they saw his body stand by, unbroken, alive, 
integral, hypostatical. 

6. Fifthly, if Christ’s body were naturally in the sacrament, I 
demand, whether it be as it was in the last supper, or as upon 
the cross, or as it is now in heaven? Not as in the last supper, 
for then it was frangible, but not broken; but typically, by de- 
sign, in figure and in sacrament, as it is evident in matter of fact. 
2. Not as on the cross; for there the body was frangible and broken 
too, and the blood spilled; and if it were so now in the sacrament, 
besides that it were to make Christ’s glorified body passible, and 
to crucify the Lord of life again; it also were not the same body 
which Christ hath now, for his body that he hath now is spiritual 
and incorruptible, and cannot be otherwise; much less can it be 
so and not so at the same time properly, and yet be the same 
body. 3. Not as in heaven, where it is neither corruptible nor 
broken; for then in the sacrament there were given to us Christ's 
glorified body ; and then neither were the sacrament a remem- 
brance of Christ’s death, neither were the words of institution 
verified, This is my body which is broken; besides, in this we have 
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Bellarmine’s confession®, Neque enim ore corporal sums potest 
corpus Christi ut est in colo. But then if it be remembered, 
that Christ hath no other body but that which is in heaven ; 
and that can never be otherwise than it is, and so it cannot be 
received otherwise properly ; it unanswerably follows, that if it 
be received in any other manner, (as it must, if it be at all,) it 
must be received, not naturally or corporally, but spiritually and 
indeed. By a figure, or a sacramental, spiritual sense, all these 
difficulties are easily assoiled, but by the natural never. 

7. Sixthly, at the last supper they eat the blessed eucharist, 
but it was not in remembrance of Christ’s death, for it was 
future then, and therefore not then capable of being remem- 
bered, any more than a man can be said to remember what 
will be done to-morrow ; it follows from hence that then Christ 
only instituted a sacrament or figurative mysterious represent- 
ment of a thing, that in the whole use of it was variable by heri 
and eras, and therefore never to be naturally verified, but on 
the cross by a proper and natural presence, because then it 
was so and never else; at that time it was future, and now it 
is past, and in both it is relative to his death; therefore it 
could not be a real exhibition of his body in a natural sense, 
for that as it could not be remembered then, so neither broken 
now; that is, nothing of it is natural, but it is wholly ritual, 
mysterious, and sacramental. For that this was the sacrament 
of his death, appears in the words of institution, and by the pre- 
ceptive words, Do this in remembrance of me. And in the reason 
subjoined by S. Paul, édcdxis yap dv éodinre, &c.; For so often as 
ye eat this bread and drink this cup, ye shew the Lord’s death till 
he come. Therefore when Christ said, This is my body given, or 
broken on my part, taken, eaten on yours, it can be nothing else 
but the etka», the sacramental image of his death; to effect which 
purpose it could not be necessary or useful to bring his natura] 
body, that so the substance should become his own shadow; the 
natural presence be his own sacrament, or rather the image and 
representment of what he once suffered. His body given in the 
sacrament is the application and memory of his death, and no 
more; that as Christ in heaven represents his death in the way 
of intercession, so do we by our ministry: but as in heaven it is 
wholly a representing of his body crucified, a rememoration of 
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his crucifixion, of his death and passion, by which he reconciled 
God and man ; so it is in the sacrament after our manner, This 
is my body given for you; that is, “ This is the sacrament of my 
death, in which my body was given for you.” For, as Aquinas 
said, “in all sciences words signify things; but it is proper to 
theology, that things themselves signified or expressed by voices 
should also signify something beyond it.” This is my body are 
the sacramental words, or those words by which the mystery or 
the thing is sacramental; it must therefore signify something be- 
yond these words; and so they do; for they signify the death 
which Christ suffered in that body. It is but an imperfect con- 
ception of the mystery to say it is the sacrament of Christ’s body 
only, or his blood; but it is ex parte ret, a sacrament of the death 
of his body : and to us a participation, or an exhibition of it, as 
it became beneficial to us, that is, as it was crucified, as it was 
our sacrifice. And this is so wholly agreeable to the nature of 
the thing, and the order of the words, and the body of the cir- 
cumstances, that it is next to that which is evident in itself, 
and needs no further light but the considering the words and 
the design of the institution : especially since it is consonant to 
the style of Scripture in the sacrament of the passover, and very 
many other instances; it wholly explicates the nature of the mys- 
tery, it reconciles our duty with the secret, it is free of all incon- 
venience, it prejudices no right, nor hinders any real effect it 
hath or can have: and it makes the mystery intelligible and 
prudent, fit to be discoursed of, and inserted into the rituals of 
a@ wise religion. 

8. Seventhly, he that receives unworthily, receives no benefit 
to his body or to his soul by the holy sacrament; that is agreed 
on all sides; therefore he that receives benefit to his body 
receives it by his worthy communicating, therefore the benefit 
reaching to the body by the holy eucharist comes to it by the 
soul, therefore by the action of the soul, not the action of the 
body; therefore by faith, not by the mouth: whereas on the 
contrary, if Christ’s body natural were eaten in the sacrament, 
the benefit would come to the body by his own action, and to 
the soul by the body. All that eat are not made Christ’s body, 
and all that eat not are not disentitled to the resurrection; the 
Spirit does the work without the sacrament, and in the sacra- 
ment when it is done; the flesh profiteth nothing. And this 
argument ought to prevail upon this account : because, as is the 
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nutriment, so is the manducation. If the nourishment be wholly 
spiritual, then so is the eating. But by the Roman doctrine the 
body of Christ does not naturally nourish, therefore neither is it 
eaten naturally ; but it does nourish spiritually, and therefore it 
is eaten only spiritually. And this doctrine is also affirmed by 
Cajetan4, though how they will endure it T cannot understand ; 
Manducatur verum corpus Christi in sacramento, sed non corpora- 
liter sed spiritualiter. Spiritualis manducatio que per antmam 
fit ad Christi carnem in sacramento existentem pertingt ; “The 
true body of Christ is eaten in the sacrament, but not corporally, 
but spiritually. The spiritual manducation which is made by 
the soul reaches to the flesh of Christ in the sacrament ;” which 
is very good protestant doctrine. And if it be absurd to say 
Christ’s body doth nourish corporally, why it should not be as 
absurd to say we eat it corporally, is a secret which I have not 
yet been taught. As is our eating so is the nourishing, because 
that is in order to this; therefore if you will suppose that natu- 
ral eating of Christ’s body does nourish spiritually, yet it must 
also nourish corporally ; let it do more if it may, but it must do 
so much; just as the waters in baptism, although the waters are 
symbolical and instrumental to the purifying of the soul, yet 
because the waters are material and corporeal, they cleanse the 
body first and primarily, so it must be in this sacrament also ; 
if Christ’s body were eaten naturally, it must nourish naturally, 
and then pass further; but that which ts natural is first, and then 
that which ts spiritual. 
¢ 9.Eighthly. For the likeness to the argument I insert this 
consideration ; by the doctrine of the ancient church wicked 
men do not eat the body, nor drink the blood of Christ. So 
Origen: St fieri potest ut qui malus adhuc perseveret edat Verbum 
factum carnem, cum sit verbum et panis vivus, nequaquam scriptum 
Suisset, Quisquis ederit panem hunc vivet in eternum: “Tf it were 
possible for him that perseveres in wickedness to eat the Word 
made flesh, when it is the word and the living bread, it had 
never been written, Whosoever shall eat this bread shall live for 
ever.” So S. Hilary’: Panis qui descendit de ceelo non nisi ab eo 
accipitur qui Domimum habet, et Christi membrum est: “The 
bread that came down from heaven is not taken of any but of 
him who hath the Lord, and is a member of Christ.” Zambunt 
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petram, saith S. Cyprian, “ They lick the rockt;” that is, eat not 
of the food, and drink not of the blood that issued from thence 
when the rock was smitten. They receive corticem sacramenti, 
et furfur carnis, saith S. Bernard, “the skin of the sacrament, 
and the bran of the flesh.” But Ven. Bede is plain without an 
allegory"; Omnis infidelis non vescitur carne Christi; “ An unbe- 
lieving man is not fed with the flesh of Christ ;” the reason of 
which could not be any thing but because Christ is only eaten 
by faith. But I reserved 8S. Austin for the last*; “So then 
these are no true receivers of Christ’s body, in that they are 
none of his true members. For (to omit all other allegations) 
they cannot be both the members of Christ and the members of 
an harlot ; and Christ himself saying, He that eateth my flesh and 
drinketh my blood dwelleth in me, and I in him, sheweth what it 
is to receive Christ, not only sacramentally, but truly ; for this 
is to dwell in Christ and Christ in him. For thus he spoke, as 
if he had said; He that dwelleth not in me nor I in him cannot 
say, he eateth my flesh or drinketh my blood.’ In which words, 
(if the Roman doctors will be judged by S. Austin for the sense 
of the church in this question, and will allow him in this point to 
be a good eatholic,) 1. He dogmatically declares that the wicked 
man does not eat Christ’s body truly. 2. He does eat it sacra- 
mentally. 38. That to eat with effect, is to eat Christ’s body 
truly; to which if they please to add this, 4. that to eat it 
spiritually is to eat it with effect, it follows by S. Austin’s doc- 
trine, that spiritually is really, and that there is no true and 
real body of Christ eaten in the sacrament, but by the faithful 
receiver: or if you please receive the conclusion in the words of 
S. Austin; Tune erit unicuique corpus et sanguis Ohristi, si quod 
im sacramento sumitur, in ipsa veritate spiritualiter manducetur, 
spirituahter bibatur : ‘Then to each receiver it becomes the body 
and blood of Christ, if that which is taken in the sacrament be 
in the very truth itself spiritually eaten and spiritually drunk ;” 
which words of S. Austin, Bellarmine z, upon another occasion 
being to answer, instead of answering, grants it, and tells that 
this manner of speaking is very usual in S. Austin; (the truest 
answer in all his books ;) but whether it be for him or against 
him, he ought to have considered. Neither can this be put off 
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with saying, that the wicked do not truly eat Christ, that is, not 
to any benefit or purpose, but that this does not mean they 
receive him not at all. Just as we say when a man eats but a 
little, he does not eat; for as good never a jot, as never the 
better. This, I say, is not a sufficient escape. 1. Because 8. Aus- 
tin opposes sacramental receiving to the true and real, and says 
that the wicked only receive it sacramentally ; but not the thing 
whose sacrament it is; so that this is not a proposition of de- 
grees, but there is a plain opposition of one to the other. 2. It 
is true, S. Austin does not say that the wicked do not receive 
Christ at all, for he says they receive him sacramentally ; but he 
says, “they do not at all receive him truly ;” and the wicked 
man cannot say he does; and he proves this by unanswerable 
arguments out of scripture. 3. This excuse will not with any 
pretence be fitted with the sayings of the other Fathers, nor to 
all the words of S. Austin in this quotation, and much less in 
others which I have’, and shall remark, particularly this; that 
he calls that which the wicked eat, nothing but signum corporis 
et sanguinis. His words are these»: Ac per hoc qui non manet in 
Christo, et in quo non manet Christus, proculdubio non manducat 
spiritualiter carnem, non bibit sanguinem, licet carnaliter et visibi- 
liter premat dentibus signum corporis et sanguinis ; “He does not 
eat the body and drink the blood spiritually, although carnally 
and visibly he presses with his teeth the sign of the body and 
blood.” Plainly, all the wicked do but eat the sign of Christ’s 
body, all that is to be done beyond is to eat it spiritually¢. 
There is no other eating but these two; and from S. Austin 
it was that the schools received that famous distinction of panis 
Dominus and panis Domini, ‘“‘ Judas received the bread of the 
Lord against the Lord; but the other apostles received the 
bread which was the Lord, that is, his body.” But I have 
already spoken of the matter of this argument in the third 
paragraph, num. 7, which the reader may please to add to this, 
to make it fuller. 

10. Ninthly. Lastly, in the words of institution and consecra- 
tion, (as they call them,) the words which relate to the conse- 
crated wine are so different in the Evangelists and S. Paul re- 
spectively, as appears by comparing them together, that, 1, it 
does not appear which words were literally spoken by our 
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blessed Saviour; for all of them could not be so spoken as they 
are set down. 2. That they all regarded the sense and meaning 
of the mystery, not the letters and the syllables. 3. It is not 
possible to be certain that Christ intended the words of any one 
of them to be consecratory or effective of what they signify, for 
every one of the relators differs in the words, though all agree in 
the things; as the reader may observe in the beginning of the 
fourth paragraph, where the four forms are set by each other to 
be compared. 4. The church of Rome, in the consecration of 
the chalice, uses a form of words which Christ spake not at all, 
nor are related by S. Matthew, or S. Mark, or S. Luke, or 
S. Paul, but she puts in some things and changes others: her 
form is this: Hie est enim calix sanguinis met novi et @eternt testa- 
menti, mysterium fide, qui pro vobis e pro multis effundetur in re- 
missionem peccatorum. ‘‘ For this is the chalice of my blood, of 
the new and eternal testament, the mystery of faith, which shall 
be shed for you, and for many, for the remission of sins :” what 
is added is plain, what is altered would be very material, if the 
words were consecratory ; for they are not so likely to be opera- 
tive and effective as the words of Christ recited by S. Matthew 
and S. Mark, This is my blood; and if this had not been the 
ancient form used in the church of Rome long before the doc- 
trine of transubstantiation was thought of, it is not to be ima- 
gined that they would have refused the plainer words of scrip- 
ture to have made the article more secret, the form less opera- 
tive, the authority less warrantable, the words less simple and 
natural. But the corollary which is natural and proper from 
the particulars of this argument is, that the mystery was so 
wholly spiritual, that it was no matter by what words it were 
expressed, so the spirit of it were retained ; and yet if it had 
been an historical, natural, proper sense that had been intended, 
it ought also in all reason to have been declared, or (much more) 
effected, by a natural and proper and constant affirmative. But 
that there is nothing spoken properly, is therefore evident, be- 
cause there are so many predications, and all mean the same 
mystery ; Hie est sanguis meus n. testamenti ; and, Hic calix est n. 
testamentum in meo sanguine; and, Hic est calia sanguinis mei in 
the Roman Missal; all this declares it is mysterium fidei, and so 
to be taken in all senses: and those words are left in their 
canon, as if on purpose either to prevent the literal and natural 
understanding of the other words, or for the reducing the com- 
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municants to the only apprehensions of faith: it is mystervune 
fidei, not sanguis naturalis, a “ mystery of faith,” not “natural 
blood.” For supposing that both the forms used by S. Matthew 
and S. Luke respectively could be proper and without a figure, 
and S. Matthew's Hic est sanguis testamenti did signify, “ This is 
the Divine promise,” (for so Bellarmine dreams that testament 
there signifies4,) and that in S. Luke’s words, This cup is the tes- 
tament, it signifies the instrument of the testament, (for so a will 
or a testament is taken, either for the thing willed, or the parch- 
ment in which it is written,) yet how are these or either of these 
affirmative of the wine being transubstantiated into blood? It 
says nothing of that; and so, if this sense of those words does 
avoid a trope, it brings in a distinet proposition ; if it be spoken 
properly, it is more distant from giving authority to their new 
doctrine; and if the same word have several senses, then in the 
sacramental proposition, as it is described by the several evan- 
gelists, there are several predicates, and therefore it is impos- 
sible that all should be proper. And yet besides this, although 
he thinks he may freely say any thing if he covers it with a 
distinction, yet the very members of this distinction conclude 
against his conclusion; for if testament in one place be taken for 
the instrument of his testament, it is a tropical locution; just 
as I say, my Bible (meaning my book) is the word of God; 
that is, contains the word of God; it is a metonymy of the thing 
containing for that which it contains. But this was more than 
I needed, and therefore I am content it should pass for nothing. 


SECTION VIII. 
Of the Arguments of the Romanists from Scripture. 


1. Tuus I have, by very many arguments taken from the 
words and circumstances and annexes of the institution or con- 
secration, proved, that the sense of this mystery is mysterious and 
spiritual, that Christ’s body is eaten only sacramentally by the 
body, but really and effectively only by faith, which is the mouth 
of the soul, that the flesh profiteth nothing, but the words which 
Christ spake are spirit and life. And let it be considered, 
whether besides a pertinacious resolution that they will under- 
stand these words as they sound in the letter, not as they are 
intended in the spirit, there be any thing, or indeed can be in 
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the nature of the thing, or circumstances of it, or usefulness, or 
in the different forms of words, or the analogy of the other dis- 
courses of Christ, that can give colour to their literal sense ¢ 
against which so much reason and scripture, and arguments 
from antiquity, do contest. This only I observe, that they bring 
no pretence of other scriptures to warrant this interpretation, 
but such which I have or shall wrest out of their hands; and 
which to all men’s first apprehensions, and at the very first 
sight, do make against them, and which without curious no- 
tion and devices cannot pretend on their side: as appears first 
in the tenth chapter of the first Epistle to the Corinthians, 
verses 16, 17. 

2. Out of which I have already proved¢, that Christ’s body is 
not taken in the natural sense but in the spiritual. But when 
Bellarminef had out of the same words forced for himself three 
arguments proving nothing, to save any man the labour of an- 
swering them he adds at the end of them these words® ; Sed tota 
difficultas est, an corporaliter, realiter, proprie sumatur sanquis et 
caro, an solum significative et spiritualiter. Quod autem corpora- 
liter et proprie probari posset omnibus argumentis quibus supra pro- 
bavimus proprie esse intelligenda verba illa institutionis, Hoc est 
corpus meum. That is, after his arguments out of the First 
Epistle to the Corinthians were ended}, all the difficulty of the 
question still remained; and that he was fain to prove by Hoc 
est corpus meum, and the proper arguments of that; but brings 
nothing from the words of S. Paul in this chapter. But to make 
up this also he does corradere, scrape together some things ex- 
trinsical to the words of this authority: as, 1, that the literal 
sense is to be presumed unless the contrary be proved; which is 
very true: but I have evidently proved the contrary concerning 
the words of institution; and for the words in this chapter, if 
the literal sense be preferred, then the bread remains after con- 
secration, because it is called bread. 2. “So the primitive saints 
expounded it ;” which how true it is, I shall consider in his own 
place. 3. The apostle calling the Gentiles from their sacrificed 
flesh proposes to them a more excellent banquet, but it were not 
more excellent if it were only a figure of Christ’s body: so Bel- 
larmine, which is a fit cover for such a dish: for, 1, we do not 
say that in the sacrament we only receive the sign and figure of 
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Christ’s body; but all the real effects and benefits of it. 2. If 
we had, yet it is not very much better than blasphemy, to say that 
the apostles had not prevailed upon that account. For if the 
very figure and sacrament of Christ’s body be better than sacri- 
fices offered to devils, the apostle had prevailed, though this 
sentence were true, that in the sacrament we receive only the 
figure. And thus I have (for all that is said against it) made it 
apparent that there is nothing in that place for their corporal 
presence. 

3. There is one thing more which out of scripture they urge 
for the corporal presence, viz. He that eateth and drinketh un- 
worthily, eateth and drinketh damnation to himself, not discerning 
the Lord’s body: and, he shall be guilty of the body and blood of 
Christi. Where they observe that they that eat unworthily do 
yet eat Christ’s body, because how else could they be guilty of it, 
and condemned for not discerning it? 

4, To this I answer many things. 1.8. Paul does not say, 
He that eateth and drinketh Christ’s body and blood unworthily, 
&e. but indefinitely, He that eateth and drinkethi, &c.; yet it is 
probable he would have said so, if it had been a proper form of 
speech, because by so doing it would have laid a greater load 
upon them. 2. Where S. Paul does not speak indefinitely, he 
speaks most clearly against the article in the Roman sense; for. 
he calls it zorjpiov Kupiov, the cup of the Lord; and dprov rotrov, 
this bread; and, he that.eats this bread unworthily is guilty of the 
body and blood of Christ*: and now these comminatory phrases 
are quitted from their pretence, but yet they have their proper 
consideration: therefore, 3, not discerning the Lord’s body, is, not 
separating it from profane and common usages, not treating it 
with addresses proper to the mystery. To which phrase Justin 
gives light in these words, od yap os Kowdy aprov odd kowdy méua 
Taira AapPBavouev, we do not receive it as common bread and 
common drink ; but tiv dv edxfs Adyov Tod aap’ airod ebyapiory- 
Ocioay tpodpiv, &c. but nourishment made eucharistical or blessed 
by the word of prayer; and so it is the body and blood of the 
Lord. 4. It is the body of the Lord in the same sense here as in 
the words of institution, which J have evinced to be exegetical, 
sacramental, and spiritual; and by despising the sacrament of 
it, we become guilty of the body and blood of Christ: Reus eriz 
corporis et sanguinis Christi qui tanti mysterii sacramentum 
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despexertt, saith S. Hierom!. And it is in this as Severianus 
said concerning the statues of Theodosius broken in despite by 
the Antiochians, tAy d&uxos Tod Baciiéws eixdva pépovea Thy Eav- 
Ths UBpw eis Baokéa dvdye. If you abuse the king’s image, the 
affront relates to your prince. 5. The unworthy receiver is 
guilty of the body and blood of Christ, not naturally, for that 
cannot now be, and nothing is a greater probation of the spirit- 
ual sense of the words in this place than this, which they would 
entice into their party; for Christ’s body is glorified, and not 
capable of natural injury: but the evil communicant is guilty of 
the body and blood of Christ, just as relapsing Christians are said 
by the same apostle to crucify the Lord of life again, and put him 
to an open shame, which I suppose they cannot do naturally or 
corporally. One is as the other, that is, both are tropical or 
figurative. 

5. These are all that they pretend from scripture; and all 
these are nothing to their purpose: but now, besides what I 
have already said, I shall bring arguments from other scriptures 
which will not so easily be put off. 


SECTION IX. 
Arguments from other Scriptures, proving Christ’s Real Presence in 
the Sacrament to be only spiritual, not natural. 

1. Tue first is taken from those words of our blessed Saviour, 
Whatsoever entereth into the mouth goeth into the belly, and is cast 
forth into the draught™; meaning, that all food that is taken by 
the mouth hath for his share the fortune of the belly; and in- 
deed manducation and ejection are equally diminutions of any 
perfect thing; and because it cannot without blasphemy be 
spoken, that the natural body of Christ ought or can suffer 
ejection, neither can it suffer manducation. To this Bellarmine 
weakly answers”, “that these words of Christ are only true of 
that which is taken to nourish the body ;” which saying of his 
is not true: for if it be taken to purge the body, or to make the 
body sick, or to make it lean, or to minister to lust, or to chas- 
tise the body, as those who in penances have masticated aloes 
and other bitter gums, yet still it is cast into the draught. 2. 
But suppose his meaning true, yet this argument will not so be 
put off; because although the end of receiving the blessed sa- 
crament is not to nourish the body; yet that it does nourish the 
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body is affirmed by Irenceus, Justin Martyr, and others; of 
which I have already given an account®. To which I here add 
the plain words of Rabanus, I/lud (corpus Christi) im nos con- 
vertitur dum id manducamus et bibimus ; “ That body is changed 
into us when we eat it and drink it;” and therefore, although 
it hath a higher purpose, yet this also cannot be avoided. 3. 
Either we manducate the accidents only, or else the substance 
of bread, or the substance of Christ’s body. If we manducate 
only the accidents, then how do we eat Christ's bodye? If we 
manducate bread, then it is capable of all the natural altera- 
tions, and it cannot be denied. But if we manducate Christ’s 
body after a natural manner, what worse thing is it that it 
descends into the guts, than that it goes into the stomach ; to 
be cast forth, than to be torn in pieces with the teeth, as I have 
proved 4 that it is by the Roman doctrine? Now I argue thus: 
If we eat Christ’s natural body, we eat it either naturally or 
spiritually ; if it be eaten only spiritually, then it is spiritually 
digested, and is spiritual nourishment, and puts on accidents and 
affections spiritual. But if the natural body be eaten naturally, 
then what hinders it from affections and transmutations natural ¢ 
4, Although Algerus, and out of him Bellarmine, would have 
Christians stop their ears against this argument, (and so would 
I against that doctrine of which these fearful conclusions are 
unavoidable consequents,) yet it is disputed in the Summa An- 
gelica, and an instance or case put, which to my sense seems no 
inconsiderable argument to reprove the folly of this doctrine: 
for, saith he, ‘“ what if the species pass indigested into the belly 
from the stomach?” he answers, “that they were not meat if 
they did not nourish ;” and therefore it is probable, as Boetius 
says, “that the body of our Lord does not go into the draught, 
though the species do.” And yet it is determined by the gloss 
on the canon law'. that as long as the species remain uncor- 
rupted, the holy body is there under those species, and therefore 
may be vomited, and consequently ejected all ways by which the 
species can pass unaltered. Housque progreditur corpus quousque 
species; said Harpsfield in his disputation at Oxford. If these 
things be put together, viz. the body is there so long as the 
species are uncorrupted; and the species may remain uncor- 
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rupted till they be cast upwards or downwards, as in case of 
sickness: it follows, that in this case, which is a case easily con- 
tingent, by their doctrine, the holy body must pass in latrinam. 
And what then? it is to be adored as a true sacrament, though 
it come from impure places, though it be vomited. So said 
Vasquez’, and it is the prevailing opinion in their church. Add 
to this, that if this nourishment does not descend and cleave to 
the guts of the priest, it is certain that God does not hear his 
prayers: for he is enjoined by the Roman missal, published by 
authority of the council of Trent, and the command of pope Pius 
the Fourth, to pray, Corpus tuum Domine quod swimpsi, et sanguis 
quem potavi, adhereat visceribus meis, “ Let thy body, O Lord, 
which I have taken, and the blood which I have drunk, cleave 
to my bowels.” It seems indeed they would have it go no fur- 
ther, to prevent the inconveniences of the present argument ; 
but certain it is, that if they intended it for a figurative speech, 
it was a bold one, and not so fitted for edification as for an ob- 
jection. But to return. This also was the argument of Origent: 
Quod si quicqud ingreditur in os, in ventrem abit, et in secessum 
ejicitur, et alle cibus qui sanctificatur per verbum Dei perque obse- 
crationem juata id quod habet materiale in ventrem abit, et in se- 
cessum epicitur et hac quidem de typico symbolicoque corpore. 
He plainly distinguishes the material part from the spiritual in 
the sacrament, and affirms that according to the material part, 
that meat that is sanctified by the word of God and prayer 
enters into the mouth, descends into the belly, and goes forth 
in the natural ejection. And this is only true of the typical and 
symbolical body. Now besides that it affirms the words of our 
blessed Saviour" to have effect in the sacrament, he affirms that 
the material part, the type and symbols, are the body of Christ, 
that is, his body is present in a typical and symbolical manner. 
This is the plain and natural sense of the words of Origen. But 
he must not mean what he means, if he says any thing in 
another place that may make for the Roman opinion. And 
this is their way of answering objections brought from the Fa- 
thers; they use to oppose words to words, and conclude they 
must mean their meaning; or else they contradict themselves. 
And this trick Bellarmine uses frequently, and especially car- 
dinal Perron, and from them the lesser writers: and so it hap- 
pens in this present argument: for other words of Origen are 
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brought to prove he inclined to the Roman opinion. But I de- 
mand, are the words more contradictory if they be both drawn 
to a spiritual sense, than if they be both drawn to a natural ¢ 
2. Though we have no need to make use of it, yet it 1s no im- 
possible thing that the Fathers should contradict one another 
and themselves too; as you may see pretended violently by car- 
dinal Perron in his answer to king James. 3. But why must 
all sheaves bow to their sheaf, and all words be wrested to their 
fancy, when there are no words any where pretended from them, 
but with less wresting than these must suffer for them they will 
be brought to speak against them, or at least nothing for them? 
But let us see what other words Origen hath by which we must 
expound these. 4. Origen says, that “ the Christian people 
drinketh the blood of Christ, and the flesh of the Word of God 
is true food” What then? So say we too; but it is spiritual 
food, and we drink the blood spiritually. He says nothing 
against that, but very much for it; as I have in several places 
remarked already. 5. But how can this expound the other 
words? Christian people eat Christ’s flesh and drink his blood ; 
therefore when Origen says the material part, the symbolical 
body of Christ, is eaten naturally and cast into the draught, he 
means, not the body of Christ in his material part, but the acci- 
dents of bread, the colour, the taste, the quantity, these are cast 
out by the belly. Verily a goodly argument; if a man could 
guess in what mood and figure it could conclude. 6. When a 
man speaks distinctly and particularly, it is certain he is easier 
to be understood in his particular and minute meaning than 
when he speaks generally. But here he distinguishes a part 
from a part, one sense from another, the body in one sense from 
the body in another; therefore these words are to expound the 
more general, and not they to expound these, unless the general 
be more particular than that that is distinguished into kinds, 
that is, unless the general be a particular, and the particular be 
a general. %. Amalarius was so amused with these words and 
discourse of Origen, that his understanding grew giddy, and he 
did not know whether the body of Christ. were invisibly taken 
up into heaven, or kept till our death in the body, or expired at 
letting of blood, or exhaled in air, or spit out, or breathed forth, 
our Lord saying*, That which enters into the mouth descends into 
the belly, and so goes forth into the draught: the man was willing 
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to be of the new opinion of the real presence, because it began 
to be the mode of the age. But his folly was soberly reproved 
by a synod at Carisiacum, about the time of pope Gregory the 
Fourth, where the difficulty of Origen’s argument was better 
answered, and the article determined, that “the bread and wine 
are spiritually made the body of Christ, which being a meat of 
the mind, and not of the belly, is not corrupted, but remaineth 
unto everlasting life.” 8. To expound these words of the acci- 
dents of bread only, and say that they enter into the belly and 
go forth into the draught, is a device of them that care not what 
they say; for, 1, it makes that the ejectamentum or excrement of 
the body should consist of colour and quantity, without any sub- 
stance. 2. It makes a man to be nourished by accidents, and 
so not only one substance to be changed into another, but that 
accidents are changed into substances, which must be, if they 
nourish the body, and pass in latrinam; and then, beyond the 
device of transubstantiation, we have another prqduction from 
Africa, a transaccidentisubstantiation, a peOvdiorapevoperovota. 
3. It makes accidents to have all the affections of substances, as 
motion, substantial corruption, alteration, that is, not to be 
accidents but substances. For matter and form are. substances, 
and those that integrate all physical and compound substances ; 
but till yesterday it was never heard that accidents could. Yea, 
but magnitude is a material quality, and ground or subject of 
the accidents. So it is said, but it is nonsense. For besides 
that magnitude is not a quality, but a quantity, neither can it 
be properly or truly said to be material but imperfectly, because 
it is an affection of matter; and, however, it is a contradiction 
to say, that it is the ground of qualities; for an accident cannot 
be the fundamentum, the ground or subject of an accident; that 
is, the formality and definition of a substance, as every young 
scholar hath read in Aristotle's Categories; so that to say that 
it is the ground of accidents, is to say that accidents are sub- 
jected in magnitude, that is, that magnitude is neither a quantity 
nor quality, but a substance. “Aci 8” éorly év droxeevo dgiord- 
vevov. An accident always subsists in a subject, says Porphyry. 
9. This answer cannot be fitted to the words of Origen; for that 
which he calls the quid materiale, or the material part in the 
sacrament, he calls it the symbolical body, which cannot be affirmed 
of accidents, because there is no likeness between the accidents, 
the colour, the shape, the figure, the roundness, the weight, the 
00 
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magnitude of the host or wafer, and Christ's body ; and there- 
fore to call the accidents a symbolical body, is to call it an un- 
symbolical symbol, an unlike similitude, a representment without 
analogy: but if he means the consecrated bread, the whole action 
of consecration, distribution, sumption, manducation, this is the 
symbolical body, according to the words of S. Paul, He that 
drinks this cup, and eats this bread, represents the Lord’s death ; it 
is the figure of Christ's crucified body, of his passion and our 
redemption. 10. It is a strange expression to call accidents a 
body; Aevxdy yag cSpa Aéyerar: 6 be Adyos 6 Tod AevKod ovderoTE 
Kata Tod odpatos KarayopnOjcerat, says Aristotley, a body may be 
called white, but the definition or reason of the accident can 
never be affirmed of a body. I conclude, that this argument, out 
of the words of our blessed Saviour, urged also and affirmed by 
Origen, do prove that Christ's body is in the sacrament only to 
be eaten in a spiritual sense, not at all in a natural, lest that 
consequent be the event of it; which to affirm of Christ’s glori- 
fied body in the natural and proper sense were very blasphemy. 
2. The next argument from Scripture is taken from Christ’s 
departing from this world; his going from us, the ascension of 
his body and soul into heaven; his not being with us, his being 
contained in the heavens: so said our blessed Saviour ; 7 Unless 
I go hence the Comforter cannot come: and, *I go to prepare a 
place for you: »The poor ye have always, but me ye have not 
always. S. Peter affirms of him‘, that the heavens must receive him, 
till the time of restitution of all things. Now how these things 
can be true of Christ according to his human nature, that is, a 
eircumscribed body, and a definite soul, is the question. And 
to this the answer is the same in effect which is given by the 
Roman doctors, and by the Ubiquitaries, whom they call heretics. 
These men say, Christ’s human nature is every where actually, 
by reason of his hypostatical union with the Deity, which is every 
where; the Romanists say no: it is not actually every where, 
but it may be where,'and is in as many places, as he please: for 
although he be in heaven, yet so is God too, and yet God is upon 
earth: eodem modo, says Bellarmine‘, in the same manner, the man 
Christ, although he be in heaven, yet also he can be out of heaven, 
where he please ; he can be in heaven and out of heaven. Now 
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these two opinions are concentred in the main impossibility; that 
is, that Christ’s body can be in more places than one: if in two, 
it may be in two thousand, and then it may be every where ; for 
it is not limited, and therefore is illimited and potentially infinite. 
Against this so seemingly impossible at the very first sight, and 
relying upon a similitude and analogy that is not far from blas- 
phemy, viz. that as God is in heaven and yet on earth, ecodem modo, 
after the same manner is Christ’s body; which words it cannot 
be easy to excuse: against this, I say, (although for the reasons 
alleged it be unnecessary to be disproved, yet) I have these things 
to oppose; 1. The words of Scripture, that affirm Christ to be 
in heaven, affirm also that he is gone from hencee. Now if Christ’s 
body not only could, but must be every day in innumerable places 
on earth, it would have been said that Christ ts an heaven, but 
not that he is not here, or that he is gone from hence. 2. Surreait, 
non est hic, was the angel’s discourse to the inquiring women at 
the sepulchre, He is risen, he is not here: but if they had been 
taught the new doctrine of the Roman schools, they would have 
denied the consequent; He is risen and gone from hence, but he 
may be here too. And this indeed might have put the angels to 
a distinction ; but the women’s ignorance rendered them secure. 
Howeevr, S.Austin is dogmatical in this article, saying f, Christum 
ubique totum esse tanquam Deum et in eodem tanquam inhabitante 
Deum, et in loco aliquo celi propter veri corporis modum. Christ 
as God is every where, but in respect of his body, he is deter- 
mined to a particular residence in heaven, viz. at the right hand 
of God, that is, in the best seat, and in the greatest eminency. 
And in the thirtieth treatise of S. John, “It behoveth that the 
body of our Lord since it is raised again should be in one place 
alone, but the truth is spread over all.” But concerning these 
words of S. Austin, they have taken a course in all their editions 
to corrupt the place; and instead of oportet have clapped in 
potest, instead of must be have foisted in may be, against the 
faith of the ancient canonists and scholastics ; particularly Lom- 
bard, Gratian, Ivo Carnotensis, Algerus, Thomas, Bonaventure, 
Richardus, Durand, Biel, Scotus, Cassander, and divers others. 
To this purpose is that of S. Cyril Alex.s; “He could not con- 
verse with his disciples in the flesh, being ascended to his Father.” 
So Cassianh; “Jesus Christ speaking on earth, cannot be in heaven 
e John xvi. 28. & Lib. 11. in Johan. c. 3. 
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but by the infinity of his Godhead.” And Fulgentins argues 1 
strongly; “If the body of Christ be a true body, it must be ran 
tained in a particular place :” but this place is just 80 corrupte 
in their editions, as is that of S. Austin, potest being substituted 
instead of oportet ; but this doctrine, viz. that to be several 
places is impossible to a body, and proper to God, was affirmed 
by the university of Paris in a synod under Wilham their bishop, 
1340; and Johannes Picus Mirandula maintained in Rome 
itself, “that it could not be by the power of God, that one body 
should at once be in divers places.” 

3. Thirdly, the Scripture speaks of his going thither from 
hence by elevation and ascension, and of his coming from 
thence at his appearing, dv de? odpavdy pev déxeoOut, and ef of 
cwriipa avodexdgucba, the words have an antithesis; the heavens 
till then shall retain him; but then he shall come from thence, 
which were needless, if he might be here and stay there too. 

4, When Christ said, We ye have not always, and at another 
time, Lo, [am with you always to the end of the world ; it is ne- 
cessary that we distinguish the parts of a seeming contradiction. 
Christ is with us by his Spirit, but Christ is not with us in body; 
but if his body be here too, then there is no way of substantial, 
real presence, in which those words can be true, Me ye have not 
always. The Rhemists, in their note upon this place, say, “‘ that 
when Christ said, Me ye have not always, he means, ye have not 
me in the manner of a poor man, needing relief; that is, Not me 
so as you have the poor.” But this is a trifle; because our 
blessed Saviour did not receive that ministry of Mary Magdalen 
as a poor man, for it was a present for a prince, not a relief to 
necessity, but a regalo fit for so great a person; and therefore 
if he were here at all after his departure, he was capable of as 
noble an usage and an address fit to represent a majesty, or at 
least to express a love. It was also done for his burying, so Christ 
accepted it, and that signified and plainly related to a change of 
his state and abode. But besides this, if this could be the inter- 
pretation of those words, then they did not at all signify Christ’s 
leaving this world, but only his changing his circumstance of 
fortune, his outward dress and appendages of person; which 
were a strange commentary upon, Me ye have not always; that 
is, I shall be with you still, but in a better condition; but S. Au- 
stink hath given sentence concerning the sense of these words of 
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Christ, Loguebatur de presentia corporis, &e.; “ He spake of the 
presence of his body; Ye shall have me according to my provi- 
dence, according to majesty and invisible grace ; but according 
to the flesh which the Word assumed, according to that which 
was born of the Virgin Mary, ye shall not have me; therefore 
because he conversed with his disciples forty days, he is ascended 
up into heaven, and is not here.” If he be here in person, what 
need he to have sent his Vicar, his Holy Spirit in substitution ? 
especially since by this doctrine he is more now with his church 
than he was in the days of his conversation in Palestine ; for then 
he was but in one assembly at once; now he is in thousands every 
day. Ifit be said, because although he be here yet we see him not; 
this is not sufficient ; for what matter is it whether we see him 
or no, if we know him to be here, if we feel him, if we eat him, if 
we worship him in presence natural and proper? There wants no- 
thing but some accidents of colour and shape. A friend in the dark, 
behind a curtain, or to a blind man, is as certainly present as if 
he were in the light in open conversation, or beheld with the eyes. 
And then also the office of the Holy Spirit would only be to supply 
the sight of his person, which might possibly be true, if he had 
no greater offices, and we no greater needs, and if he himself also 
were visible and glorious to our eyes ; for if the effect of his sub- 
stitution is spiritual, secret, and invisible, our eyes are still without 
comfort ; and if the Spirit’s secret effect does supply it, and makes 
it not necessary that we should see him, then so does our faith do 
the same thing ; for if we believe him there, the want of bodily 
sight is supplied by the eye of faith, and the Spirit is pretended 
to do no more in this particular, and then his presence also will 
be less necessary, because supplied by our own act. Add to this, 
that if after Christ’s ascension into heaven, he still would have 
been upon earth, in the eucharist, and received properly into our 
mouths, and in all that manner which these men dream ; how 
ready it had been and easy to have comforted them who were 
troubled for want of his bodily presence, by telling them, ‘Al- 
though I go to heaven, yet fear not to be deprived of the presence 
of my body, for you shall have it more than before, and much 
better ; for I will be with you, and in you; I was with you ina 
state of humility and mortality, now I will be with you with a 
daily and mighty miracle; I before gave you promises of grace 
and glory, but now I will become to your bodies a seed of im- 
mortality. And though you will not see me but under a vail, 
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yet it is certain I will be there, in your churches, in your pixes, 
in your mouths, in your stomachs, and you shall believe and wor- 
ship.” Had not this been a certain, clear, and proportionable 
comfort to their complaint and present necessity, if any such thing 
were intended? It had been so certain, so clear, so proportion- 
able, that it is more than probable that if it had been true, it had 
not been omitted. But that such sacred things as these may not 
be exposed to contempt, by such weak propositions and their 
trifling consequents, the case is plain, that Christ being to depart 
hence sent his Holy Spirit in substitution to supply to his church 
the office of a Teacher, which he on earth in person was to his 
disciples : when he went from hence, he was to come no more 
in person, and therefore he sent his substitute: and therefore 
to pretend him to be here in person, though under a disguise 
which we see through with the eye of faith, and converse with 
him by presential adoration of his humanity, is in effect to un- 
dervalue the real purposes and sense of all the sayings of Christ 
concerning his departure hence, and the deputation of the Holy 
Spirit. But for this, because it is naturally impossible, they 
have recourse to the Divine omnipotency: God can do it, there- 
fore he does. But of this I shall give particular account in the 
section of Reason; as also the other arguments of scripture I 
shall reduce to their heads of proper matter. 


SECTION X. 


The doctrine of Transubstantiation is against Sense. 


1. Tuat which is one of the firmest pillars upon which all 
human notices, and upon which all Christian religion does rely, 
cannot be shaken; or if it be, all science and all religion must 
be in dangers. Now beside that all our notices of things pro- 
ceed from sense, and our understanding receives his proper ob- 
jects, by the mediation of material and sensible phantasms, and 
the soul in all her operations during this life is served by the 
ministries of the body, and the body works upon the soul only 
by sense; besides this, S. John hath placed the whole religion 
of a Christian upon the certainty and evidence of sense as upon 
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one unmovable foundation»: That which was from the beginning, 
which we have seen with our eyes, which we have beheld, and our 
hands have handled, of the Word of life. And the life was made 
manifest, and we have seen it, and bear witness, and declare unto 
you eternal life, which was with the Father, and was manifested to 
us: that which we have seen and heard we declare unto you. Tertullian, 
in his book de Anima, uses this very argument against the Mar- 
cionites, Recita Johannis testationem ; Quod vidimus (inguit), quod 
audivimus, oculis nostris vidimus, et manus nostre contrectaverunt, 
de sermone vite. Falsa utique testatio, st oculorum, et aurium, 
et manuum sensus natura mentitur ; “ His testimony was false, 
if eyes, and ears, and hands be deceived.” In nature there 
is not a greater argument than to have heard, and seen, and 
handled. 

Sed quia profunda non licet Iuctarier 

Ratione tecum, consulamus proxima: 

Interrogetur ipsa naturalium 

Simplex sine arte sensuum sententiai. 


And by what means can an assent be naturally produced, but 
by those instruments by which God conveys all notices to us, 
that is, by seeing aud hearing? Faith comes by hearing, and 
evidence comes by seeing; and if a man in his wits and in his 
health can be deceived in these things, how can we come to 
believe? 

Corpus enim per se communis deliquat esse 
Sensus: quo nisi prima fides fundata valebit, 
Haud erit occultis de rebus quo referentes 
Confirmare animi quicquam ratione queamusi. 


For if a man or an angel declares God’s will to us, if we may 
not trust our hearing, we cannot trust him; for we know not 
whether indeed he says what we think he says; and if God con- 
firms the proposition by a miracle, an ocular demonstration, we 
are never the nearer to the believing him, because our eyes are 
not to be trusted. But if feeling also may be abused, when a 
man is in all other capacities perfectly healthy, then he must be 
governed by chance and walk in the dark, and live upon shadows, 
and converse with phantasms and illusions, as it happens; and 
then at last it will come to be doubted whether there be any such 
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man as himself, and whether he be awake when he is awake, or 
not rather, then only awake when he himself and all the world 
thinks him to have been asleep: Oculate sunt nostr@ manus, cre- 
dunt quod vident. 

2. Now then to apply this to the present question in the words 
of S. Austink, Quod ergo vidistis panis est et calix, quod vobis 
etiam oculi vestri renunciant. That which our eyes have seen, 
that which our hands have handled, is bread; we feel it, taste 
it, see it to be bread, and we hear it called bread, that very sub- 
stance which is called the body of our Lord. Shall we now say, 
our eyes are deceived, our ears hear a false sound, our taste is 
abused, our hands are mistaken? It is answered, Nay; our 
senses are not mistaken!; “ For our senses in health and due 
circumstances cannot be abused in their proper object, but they 
may be deceived about that which is under the object of their 
senses ; they are not deceived in colour, and shape, and taste, 
and magnitude, which are the proper objects of our senses; but 
they may be deceived in substances which are covered by these 
accidents ; and so it is not the outward sense so much as the 
inward sense that is abused. For so Abraham, when he saw an 
angel in the shape of a human body, was not deceived in the 
shape of a man, for there was such a shape, but yet it was not 
a man, and therefore if he thought it was, he was abused.” This 
is their answer, and if this will not serve the turn, nothing will : 
this therefore must be examined. 

3. Now this, instead of taking away the insuperable difficulty, 
does much increase it, and confesses the things which it ought 
to have avoided. For, 1, the accidents proper to a substance 
are for the manifestation and notice of the substance, not of 
themselves, for as the man feels, but the means by which he 
feels is the sensitive faculty, so that which is felt is the sub- 
stance, and the means by which it is felt is the accidents: as 
the shape, the colour, the bigness, the motion of a man are 
manifestative and declarative of a human substance; and if they 
represent a wrong substance, then the sense is deceived by a 
false sign of a true substance, or a true sign of a false substance ; 
as if an alchymist should shew me brass coloured like gold, and 
made ponderous, and so adulterated that it would endure the 
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touchstone for a long while; the deception is, because there is a 
pretence of improper accidents, true accidents indeed, but not 
belonging to that substance. But, 2, it is true that is pretended, 
that it is not so much the outward sense that is abused as the 
inward; that is, not so much the eye as the man, not the sight 
but the judgment; and this is it we complain of. For indeed, 
in proper speaking, the eye or the hand is not capable of being 
deceived, but the man by the eye, or by the ear, or by his hand. 
The eye sees a colour or a figure, and the inward sense appre- 
hends it to be the figure of such a substance, and the under- 
standing judges it to be the thing which is properly represented 
by the accident; it is so, or it is not so; if it be, there is no 
deception ; if it be not so, then there is a cozenage: there is no 
lie till it comes to a proposition, either explicit or implicit; a lie 
is not in the senses; but when a man by the ministry of the 
senses is led into the apprehension of a wrong object, or the 
belief of a false proposition, then he is made to believe a lie: 
and this is our case, when accidents proper to one substance are 
made the cover of another, to which they are not naturally com- 
municable. And in the case of the holy sacrament, the matter, 
if it were as is pretended, were intolerable. For in the cases 
wherein a man is commonly deceived, it is his own fault by 
passing judgment too soon; as if he should judge glass to be 
erystal, because it looks like it. This is not any deception in 
the senses, nor any injury to the man; because he ought to con- 
sider more things than the colour to make his judgment whether 
it be glass, or crystal, or diamond, or ice; the hardness, the 
weight, and other things are to be ingredients in the sentence. 
And if any two things had all the same accidents, then, although 
the senses were not deceived, yet the man would certainly and 
inculpably mistake. If therefore in the eucharist (as is pre- 
tended) all the accidents of bread remain, then all men must 
necessarily be deceived; if only one or two did remain, one sense 
would help the other, and all together would rightly inform the 
understanding. But when all the accidents remain, they cannot 
but represent that substance to which those accidents are pro- 
per; and then the holy sacrament would be a constant, irre- 
sistible deception of all the world, in that which all men’s notices 
are most evident and most relied upon, I mean their senses. 
And then the question will not be, whether our senses can be 
deceived or no? but whether or no it can stand with the justice 
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and goodness of God to be angry with us for believing our senses, 
since himself hath so ordered it that we cannot avoid being de- 
ceived? there being in this case as much reason to believe a lie 
as to believe a truth, if things were so as they pretend. The 
result of which is this: that as no one sense can be deceived 
about his proper object; but that a man may about the sub- 
stance lying under those accidents which are the object proper 
to that sense, because he gives sentence according to that re- 
presentment otherwise than he ought, and he ought to have 
considered other accidents proper to other senses in making the 
judgment; as the birds that took the picture of grapes for very 
grapes; and he that took the picture of a curtain for a very 
curtain, and desired the painter to draw it aside; they made 
judgment of the grapes and the curtain only by colour and 
figure, but ought to have considered the weight, the taste, the 
touch, and the smell; so on the other side, if all the senses con- 
cur, then not only is it true that the senses cannot be deceived 
about that object which is their own, but neither ought the man 
to be deceived about that substance which lies under those acci- 
dents; because their ministry is all that natural instrument of 
conveying notice to a man’s understanding which God hath ap- 
pointed. 4. Just upon this account it is that S.John’s argu- 
ment had been just nothing in behalf of the whole religion; for 
that God was incarnate, that Jesus Christ did such miracles, 
that he was crucified, that he rose again and ascended into 
heaven, that he preached these sermons, that he gave such com- 
mandments, he was made to believe by sounds, by shapes, by 
figures, by motions, by likenesses, and appearances of all the 
proper accidents; and his senses could not be deceived about 
the accidents which were the proper objects of the senses: but 
if they might be deceived about the substance under these acci- 
dents, of what truth or substance could he be ascertained by 
their ministry? for he indeed saw the shape of a human body; 
but it might so be that not the body of a man, but an angelical 
substance, might lie under it; and so the article of the assump- 
tion of human nature is made uncertain. And upon the same 
account so are all the other articles of our faith which relied 
upon the verity of his body and nature: all which, if they are 
not sufficiently signified by their proper accidents, could not be 
ever the more believed for being seen with the eyes, and heard 
with the ears, and handled with our hands; but if they were 
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sufficiently declared by their proper accidents, then the under- 
standing can no more be deceived in the substances lying under 
the accidents, than the senses can in the accidents themselves. 
4. To the same purpose it was that the apostles were answered 
concerning the article of the truth of Christ’s resurrection. For 
when the apostles were affrighted at his sudden appearing, and 
thought it had been a spirit, Christ called them to feel his hands, 
and to shew that it was he; for a spirit hath not flesh and bones 
as ye see me have’; plainly meaning, that the accidents of a body 
were not communicable to a spirit; but how easily might they 
have been deceived, if it had pleased God to invest: other sub- 
stances with new and stranger accidents? For though a spirit 
hath not flesh and bones, they may represent to the eyes and 
hands the accidents of flesh and bones: and if it could in the 
matter of faith stand with the goodness and wisdom of God to 
suffer it, what certainty could there be of any article of our re- 
ligion relating to Christ's humanity, or any proposition proved 
by miracles? To this instance the man that must answer all, I 
mean Bellarmine, ventures something™, saying, “It was a good 
argument of our blessed Saviour, Handle and see that I am no 
spirit: that which is handled and seen is no spirit: but it is no 
good argument to say, This is not seen, nor handled, therefore it 
is no body: and therefore the body of Christ may be naturally 
in the sacrament, though it is not seen nor handled.” To this I 
reply, 1, that suppose it were true what he said; yet it would 
also follow by his own words: this is seen bread, and is handled, 
so therefore it is bread: Hoc enim affirmative colligitur. This is 
the affirmative consequent made by our blessed Lord, and here 
confessed to be certain: it being the same collection. It is I, 
for by feeling and seeing you shall believe it to be so: and it is 
bread, for by feeling, and seeing, and tasting, and smelling it, 
you shall perceive it to be so. To which let this be added: 
that in scripture it is as plainly affirmed to be bread as it is 
called Christ’s body. Now then, because it cannot be both in 
the proper and natural sense, but one of them must be figurative 
and tropical; since both of the appellatives are equally affirmed, 
is it not notorious that in this case we ought to give judgment 
on that side which we are prompted to by common sense? If 
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Christ had said only, This is my body, and no apostle had told us 
also that it is bread; we had reason to suspect our senses to be 
deceived, if it were possible they should be: but when it is 
equally affirmed to be bread, as to be our Lord’s body, and but 
one of them can be naturally true and in the letter, shall the 
testimony of all our senses be absolutely of no use in casting the 
balance? The two affirmatives are equal; one must be ex- 
pounded tropically, which will you choose? Is there in the world 
any thing more certain and expedite than that what you see, 
and feel, and taste, natural and proper, should be judged to be 
that which you see, and feel, and taste, naturally and properly, 
and therefore that the other be expounded tropically? Since you 
must expound one of the words tropically, I think it is not hard 
to determine whether you ought to do it against your sense or 
with it. But it is also remarkable that our blessed Lord did 
not only by feeling and seeing prove it to be a body; but by 
proving it was his body, he proved it was himself; that is, By 
these accidents representing my person, ye are not led into an 
error of the person any more than of the kind of substance; See 
my hands and my feet, drt adros éyw cil: that it is even I myself. 
This I noted, lest a silly escape be made, by pretending these 
accidents only proved Christ to be no spirit but a body; and so 
the accidents of bread declare a latent body, meaning the body 
of Christ; for as the accidents of a body declare the substance 
of a body, so the particular accidents of this kind declare this 
kind, of this person declare this person. For so our blessed 
Saviour proved it to be himself in particular; and if it were not 
so, the deceit would pass from one thing to another; and al- 
though it had not been a spirit, yet it might be John the Baptist 
risen from the dead, or Moses, or Elias, and not Jesus their dear 
Lord. Besides, if this had been all that Jesus had intended, 
only to prove he was no spectrum, but a body, he had not done 
what was intended. For put case it had been a spirit, and had 
assumed a body, as Bellarmine in the very next paragraph for- 
getting himself, or else being entangled in the wildernesses of an 
inconsistent discourse, affirms, that in scriptures the Israelites did 
sometimes see; and then they were not deceived in touching or 
seeing a body; for there was a body assumed, and so it seemed 
to Abraham and Lot; but then, suppose Jesus Christ had done 
so, and had been indeed a spirit in an assumed body, had not 
the apostles been deceived by their feeling and seeing, as well 
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as the Israelites were in thinking those angels to be men that 
came to them in human shapes? how had Christ’s arguments 
been pertinent and material? how had he proved that he was 
no spirit, by shewing a body, which might be the case of a 
spirit? but that it is not consistent with the wisdom and good- 
ness of God to suffer any illusion in any matter of sense relating 
to an article of faith. 

5. Secondly. It was the case of the Christian church once, not 
only to rely upon the evidence of sense for an introduction to the 
religion, but also to need and use this argument in confirmation 
of an article of the Creed. For the Valentinians and the Mar- 
cionites thought Christ’s body to be fantastical, and so denied 
the article of the incarnation: and if arguments from sense 
were not enough to confute them, viz. that the apostles did see 
and feel a body, flesh and blood and bones, how could they con- 
vince these misbelievers? for whatsoever answer can be brought 
against the reality of bread in the eucharist, all that may be 
answered in behalf of the Marcionites: for if you urge to them 
all those places of seripture which affirm Christ to have a body ; 
they answer, “it was in scripture called a body, because it 
seemed to be so;” which is the answer Bellarmine gives to all 
those places of scripture which call it bread after consecration®. 
And if you object, that if it be not what it seems, then the 
senses are deceived; they will answer, (a Jesuit being by and 
prompting them,) The senses were not deceived, because they 
only saw colour, shape, figure, and the other accidents, but the 
inward sense and understanding, that is, the man was deceived 
when he thought it to be the body of a man: for under those 
accidents and appearances there was an angel, or a Divinity, but 
no man: and now upon the grounds of transubstantiation how 
can they be confuted, I would fain know. 

6. But Tertullian, disputing against them, uses the argument 
of sense, as the only instrument of concluding against them 
infallibly°: Non licet nobis in dubtum sensus istos revocare, &e. ; 
“It is not lawful to doubt of our senses, lest the same doubt be 
made concerning Christ ; lest peradventure it should be said he 
was deceived when he said, I saw Satan like lightning fall from 
heaven ; or when he heard the voice of his Father testifying 
concerning him; or lest he should be deceived when he touched 
Peter's wife’s mother by the hand; or that he smelt another 
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breath of ointment, and not what was offered to his burial, Alium 
postea vini saporem quod in sanguinis sut memoriam consecravit, Or 
tasted another taste of wine which he consecrated to the memory 
of his blood.” And if the catholic Christians had believed the 
substantial, natural presence of Christ's body in the sacrament, 
and consequently disbelieved the testimony of four senses, as the 
church of Rome at this day does, seeing, smelling, tasting, feeling, 
it had been impudence in them to have reproved Marcion by the 
testimony of two senses concerning the “ verity of Christ’s body.” 
And supposing that our eyes could be deceived, and our taste, 
and our smelling, yet our ¢ouch cannot : for supposing the organs 
equally disposed, yet touch is the guardian of truth, and his 
nearest natural instrument; all sensation is by touch; but the 
other senses are more capable of being deceived, because though 
they finally operate by touch variously affected, yet their objects 
are further removed from the organ, and therefore many inter- 
medial things may intervene, and possibly hinder the operation 
of the sense; that is, bring more diseases and disturbances to 
the action: but in touch the object and the instrument join close 
together, and therefore there can be no impediment if the instru- 
ment be sound and the object proper. And yet no sense can be 
deceived in that which it always perceives alike; “the touch can 
never be deceived ;” and therefore a testimony from it and 
three senses more cannot possibly be refused: and therefore it 
were strange if all the Christians for above 1600 years together 
should be deceived, as if the eucharist were a perpetual illusion, 
and a riddle to the senses for so many ages together: and indeed 
the fault in this case could not be in the senses; and therefore 
Tertullian™ and 8. Austin’ dispute wittily and substantially, that 
the senses could never be deceived, but the understanding ought 
to assent to what they relate to it or represent: for if any man 
thinks the staff is crooked that is set half way in the water, it is 
the fault of his judgment, not of his sense; for the air and the 
water being several mediums, the eye ought to see otherwise in 
air, otherwise in water; but the understanding must not con- 
clude falsely from these true premises, which the eye ministers ; 
for the thicker medium makes a fraction of the species by 
incrassation and a shadow: and when a man in the yellow 
jaundice thinks every thing yellow, it is not the fault of his eye 


qh pev yap aloOnots Tév iStwy alel drn- t L.de Anima, c.147, &c. 
64s. Aristot. de Anima, 1. 3. ¢. 3.8. 5. s §, Austin. c. 33. de Vera Religione. 


6. Christ in the Holy Sacrament. 575 


but of his understanding ; for the eye does his office right, for 
it perceives just as is represented to it, the species are brought 
yellow; but the fault is in the understanding, not perceiving 
that the species are stained near the eye, not further off: when 
a man in a fever thinks every thing bitter, his taste is not 
deceived, but judges rightly ; for as a man that chews bread and 
aloes together tastes not false if he tastes bitterness; so it is 
in the sick man’s case; the juice of his meat is mingled with 
choler, and the taste is acute and exact by perceiving it such as 
it is so mingled. The purpose of which discourse is this, that 
no notices are more evident and more certain than the notices 
of sense; but if we conclude contrary to the true dictate of 
senses, the fault is in the understanding, collecting false conclu- 
sions from right premisest. It follows, therefore, that in the 
matter of the eucharist we ought to judge that which our senses 
tell us; for whatsoever they say is true: for no deceit can come 
by them; but the deceit is when we believe something besides 
or against what they tell us; especially when the organ is per- 
fect, and the object proper, and the medium regular, and all 
things perfect, and the same always and to all men. For it is 
observable, that in this case the senses are competent judges of 
the natural being of what they see, and taste, and smell, and 
feel ; and according to that, all the men in the world can swear 
that what they see is bread and wine, but it is not their office to 
tell us what they become by the institution of our Saviour; for 
that we are to learn by faith, that what is bread and wine in 
nature, is by God’s ordinance the sacrament of the body and 
blood of the Saviour of the world; but one cannot contradict 
another, and therefore they must be reconciled: both say true- 
that which faith teaches is certain, and that which the senses of 
all men teach always, that also is certain and evident; for as the 
rule of the school says excellently, “ Grace never destroys nature, 
but perfects it¥,” and so it is in the consecration of bread and 
wine ; in which, although we are more to regard their significa- 
tion than their matter, their holy employment than their natural 
usage, what they are by grace, rather than what they are by 
nature, that they are sacramental, rather than that they are 
nutritive, that they are consecrated and exalted by religion, 
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rather than that they are mean and low in their natural beings, 
what they are to the spirit and understanding, rather than what 
they are to the sense; yet this also is as true and as evident as 
the other: and therefore though not so apt for our meditation, 
yet as certain as that which is. 

7. Thirdly. Though it be a hard thing to be put to prove that 
bread is bread, and that wine is wine; yet if the arguments and 
notices of sense may not pass for sufficient, an impudent person 
may, without possibility of being confuted, outface any man that 
an oyster is a rat, and that a candle is a pig of lead: and so 
might the Egyptian soothsayers have been too hard for Moses ; 
for when they changed rods into serpents, they had some colour 
to tell Pharaoh they were serpents as well as the rod of Moses; 
but if they had failed to turn the water into blood, they needed 
not to have been troubled, if they could have borne down Pha- 
raoh, that though it looked like water, and tasted like water, yet 
by their enchantment they had made it verily to be blood: and 
upon this ground of having different substances, unproper and 
disproportioned accidents, what hinders them but they might 
have said so? and if they had, how should they have been con- 
futed? But this manner of proceeding would be sufficient to 
evacuate all reason, and all science, and all notices of things; 
and we may as well conclude snow to be black, and fire cold, and 
two-and-two to make five-and-twenty. 

8. But, it is said, although the body of Christ be invested with 
unproper accidents, yet sometimes Christ hath appeared in his 
own shape, and blood and flesh hath been pulled out of the 
mouths of the communicants, and Plegilus the priest saw an 
angel shewing Christ to him in form of a child upon the altar, 
whom first he took in his arms and kissed, but did eat him up 
presently in his other shape, in the shape of a wafer. *Speciosa 
certe pax nebulonis, ut qui oris prebuerat basium, dentium inferret 
exitium, said Berengarius: “It was but a Judas’ kiss, to kiss 
with the lip and bite with the teeth.” But if such stuff as this 
may go for argument, we may be cloyed with them in those un- 
answerable authors, Simeon Metaphrastes for the Greeks, and 
Jacobus de Voragine for the Latin, who make it a trade to lie 
for God and for the interest of the catholic cause. But, how- 
ever, I shall tell a piece of a true story. In the time of Soter, 
pope of Rome, there was an impostor called Mark ; cidwdronoL0s, 
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that was his appellative: and he, trorijpia oivov xexpayeva mpoc- 
mowotevos ebxaptoteiy Kal énimheov ex tivwy tov Adyov Ths emriKAy- 
cews toppiped kal épvbpa dvapalvecOar rouel, “ pretending to make 
the chalice of wine and water eucharistical, saying long prayers 
over it, made it look red or purple,” that it might be thought 
that grace, which is above all things, does drop the blood into 
the chalice by invocation. Such as these have been often done 
by human artifice or by operation of the Devil, said Alexander 
of Ales. If such things as these were done regularly, it were 
pretence enough to say it is flesh and blood that is in the eu- 
charist ; but when nothing of this is done by God, but heretics 
and knaves, jugglers and impostors, hoping to change the sa- 
crament into a charm, by abusing the spiritual sense into a gross 
and carnal, against the authority of scripture and the church, 
reason or religion, have made pretences of those things, and still 
the holy sacrament in all the times of ministration hath the form 
and all the perceptibilities of bread and wine: as we may believe 
those impostors did more rely upon the pretences of sense than 
of other arguments, and distrusting them did fly to these as the 
greater probation: so we rely upon that way of probation, which 
they would have counterfeited, but which indeed Christ in his 
institution hath still left in the nature of the symbols, viz. that 
wis that which it seems to be, and that the other superinduced 
predicate of the body of Christ is to be understood only in that 
sense which may still consist with that substance, whose proper 
and natural accidents remain, and are perceived by the mouth, 
and hands, and eyes of all men. To which this may be added, 
that by the doctrine of the late Roman schools all those pre- 
tences of real appearances of Christ’s body or blood must be 
necessarily concluded to be impostures, or airy phantasms and 
illusions ; because themselves teach that Christ’s body is so in 
the sacrament, that Christ’s own eyes cannot see his own body 
in the sacrament: and in that manner by which it is there, it 
cannot be made visible; no, not by the absolute power of God. 
Nay, it can be neither seen, nor touched, nor tasted, nor felt, 
nor imagined. It is the doctrine of Suarez in 3. Tho. disp. 53. 
sect. 3. and disp. 52. sect. 1. and of Vasquez in 3. t. 3. disp. 191. 
n. 22; which, besides that it reproves the whole article, by making 
it ineredible and impossible, it doth also infinitely convince all 
these apparitions (if ever there were any) of deceit and fond 
t Irenzeus, 1. 1. c. 9. u Sum. Theod. part. 4. q. 11. memb. 2. art. 4. sect. 3. 
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illusion. I had no more to say in this particular, but that the 
Roman doctors pretend certain words out of S. Cyril’s fourth 
mystagogie catechism, against the doctrine of this paragraph, 
Pro certissimo habeas, &c.; “* Be sure of this, that this bread 
which is seen of us is not bread, although the taste perceives it 
to be bread, but the body of Christ; for under the species of 
bread the body is given to thee; under the species of wine the 
blood is given to thee.” Here, if we will trust 5. Cyril’s words, 
at least in Bellarmine’s and Brerely’s sense, and understand of 
them before you will believe your own eyes, you may ; for 
S. Cyril bids you not believe your sense; for taste and sight 
tells you it is bread, but it is not. But here is no harm done. 
2. For himself plainly explains his meaning in his next cate- 
chism: “ Think not that you taste bread and wine,” saith he ; 
no? what then? dAAa@ dvtiruma Kal coparos kat atuaros, “ but 
the antitypes of the body and blood.” And in this very place 
he calls bread rinos, a type; év rémm dprov didora cot TO oGpa, 
and therefore it is very ill rendered by the Roman priests by 
species, which signifies accidental forms: for rvmos signifies no 
such thing, but ¢idos, which is not 8. Cyril’s word. 3. He says 
it is not bread, though the taste feel it so; that is, i¢ 1s not mere 
bread, which is an usual expression among the Fathers, * Non 
est panis communis, says Irenzeus; ov yap os Kowvdv dptov, says 
Justin Martyr; just as S. Chrysostom says of baptismal water, 
at is not common water; and as S. Cyril himself says of the sacra- 
mental bread, od« és dpros Atrés, “it is not mere bread,” dAAa 
aGpa Kupiov, * but the Lord’s body.” For if it were not that, in 
some sense or other, it were still mere bread, but that it is not. 
But this manner of speaking is not unusual in the holy scrip- 
tures, that restrained and modificated negatives be propounded 
in simple and absolute forms. J have given them statutes which 
are not good, Hizek. xx. 25. I will have mercy and not sacrifice, 
Hos. vi. 6. They have not rejected thee, but me, 1 Sam. viii. 7. It 
is not you that speak, but the Spirit of my Father. I came not to 
send peace, but a sword, S. Matt. x. 20. 34. He that believeth on 
me, believeth not on me, but on him that sent me; and, If I bear 
witness of myself, my witness is not true, S. John v. 31; which is 
expressly confronted by S. John viii.14. Though I bear record of 
myself, yet my record is true; which shews manifestly that the 
simple and absolute negative in the former place must in his 
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signification be restrained. So S. Paul speaks usually, Hence- 
forth I know no man according to the flesh, 2 Cor. v.16. We have 
no strife against flesh and blood, Ephes. vi. 12. And in the an- 
cient doctors nothing more ordinary than to express limited 
senses by unlimited words; which is so known, that I should 
lose my time and abuse the reader’s patience if I should heap 
up instances. So Irenzeus, “He that hath received the Spirit 
is no more flesh and blood, but spirit.”. And Epiphanius affirms 
the same of the flesh of a temperate man; “ It is not flesh, but 
is changed into spirit :” so we say of a drunken man, and a fu- 
rious person; “ He is not a man, but a beast.” And they speak 
thus particularly in the matter of the holy sacrament, as appears 
in the instances above reckoned, and in others respersed over 
this treatise. But to return to the present objection, it is ob- 
servable that S. Cyril does not say, “it is not bread, though the 
sense suppose it to be so,” for that would have supposed the 
taste to have been deceived, which he affirms not; and if he 
had, we could not have believed him: but he says, “ though 
the sense perceive it to be bread,” so that it is still bread, else 
the taste would not perceive it to be so; but it is more, and 
the sense does not perceive it; for it is the body of our Lord. 
Here then is his own answer plainly opposed to the objection ; 
he says, “it is not bread,” that is, “it is not mere bread;” and 
so say we: he says, that “it is the body of our Lord, dvrirumor, 
the antitype of the Lord’s body ;” and so say we: he says, “ the 
sense perceives it to be bread, but it is more than the sense per- 
ceives ;” so he implies, and so we affirm: and yet we may trust 
our sense for all that it tells us, and our understanding too, for 
all it learns besides. The like to this are the words of 8. Chry- 
sostomy, where he says, ““ We cannot be deceived by his words, 
but our sense is often deceived; look not at what is before us, 
but observe Christ’s words. Nothing sensible is given to us, 
but things insensible by things sensible,” &. This, and many 
higher things than this, are in S. Chrysostom, not only relating 
to this, but to the other sacrament also. ‘ Think not thou 
receivest the body from a man, but fire from the tongue of a 
seraphim ;” that for the eucharist : and for baptism this ; 
“The priest baptizes thee not, but God holds thy head.” In 
the same sense that these admit, in the same sense we may 
understand his other words ; they are tragical and high, but 
» 83rd Homil. upon 8. Matt. 
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may have a sober sense; but literally they sound a contradic- 
tion: that nothing sensible should be given us in the sacrament, 
and yet that nothing insensible should be given, but what is 
conveyed by things sensible. But it is not worth the while to 
stay here: only this, the words of S.Chrysostom are good coun- 
sel, and such as we follow; for in this case we do not finally rely 
upon sense, or resolve all into it; but we trust it only for so much 
as it ought to be trusted for, but we do not finally rest upon it, 
but upon faith, and look not on the things proposed, but attend 
to the words of Christ; and though we see it to be bread, we also 
believe it to be his body, in that sense which he intended. 


SECTION XI. 


The doctrine of Transubstantiation is wholly without and 
against Reason. 

1. First. Wen we discourse of mysteries of faith and articles 
of religion, it is certain that the greatest reason in the world, 
to which all other reasons must yield, is this, God hath said it, 
therefore it is true. Now if God had expressly said, This, which 
seems to be bread, is my body in the natural sense, or to that 
purpose, there had been no more to be said in the affair; all 
reasons against it had been but sophisms; when Christ hath said, 
This is my body, no man that pretends to Christianity doubts of 
the truth of these words, all men submitting their understand- 
ing to the obedience of faith; but since Christ did not affirm that 
he spake it in the natural sense, but there are not only in scrip- 
ture many prejudices, but in common sense much evidence against 
it, if reason also protests against the article, it is the voice of God, 
and to be heard in this question. For, 


Nunquam aliud natura, aliud sapientia dicit2. 


2. And this the rather, because there are so many ways to 
verify the words of Christ without this strange and new doc- 
trine of transubstantiation, that in vain will the words of Christ 
be pretended against reason, whereas the words of Christ may 
be many ways verified if transubstantiation be condemned: as 
first, if Picus Mirandula’s proposition be true, which in Rome 
he offered to dispute publicly, that paneitas possit suppositare 
corpus Domini, which I suppose, if it be expounded in sensible 
terms, means, that it may be bread and Christ’s body too; or 


z Juven. Sat. xiv. 2. 
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secondly, if Luther’s and the ancient schoolmen’s way be true, 
that Christ’s body be present together with the bread. In that 
sense Christ’s words might be true, though no transubstantiation ; 
and this is the sense which is followed by the Greek church. 3. If 
Boquinus’s way be true, that between the bread and Christ’s body 
there were a communication of proprieties, as there is between 
the Deity and humanity of our blessed Saviour; then as we say, 
God gave himself for us, and the blessed Virgin is @eoréxos, “the 
mother of God,” and God suffered and rose again, meaning that 
God did it aceording to his assumed humanity, so we may say 
this is Christ’s body, by the communication of the idioms or pro- 
prieties to the bread with which it is united. 4. If our way be 
admitted, that Christ is there after a real spiritual manner, the 
words of Christ are true, without any need of admitting tran- 
substantiation. 5. I could instance in the way of Johannes 
Longus in his Annotations upon the second Apology of Justin 
Martyr, Hoe est corpus meum, that is, “ My body is this,” that is, 
is nourishment spiritual as this is natural. 6. The way of 
Johannes Campanus would afford me a sixth instance, Hoe est 
corpus meum, that is, meum as it is mea creatura. ‘7. Johannes 
a Lasco, Bucer, and the Socinians, refer hoc to the whole minis- 
try, and mean that to be representative of Christ’s body. 8. If 
Rupertus the abbot’s way were admitted, which was confuted 
by Algerus, and is almost like that of Boquinus, that between 
Christ’s body and the consecrate symbols there was an hypo- 
statical union, then both substances would remain, and yet it 
were a true proposition to affirm of the whole hypostasis, This 
ts the body of Christ. Many more I could reckon; all which, 
or any of which, if it were admitted, the words of Christ stand 
true and uncontradicted: and therefore it is a huge folly to 
quarrel at them that admit not transubstantiation, and to say 
they deny the words of Christ. And therefore it must not now 
be said, reason is not to be heard against an article of faith; for 
that this is an article of faith cannot nakedly be inferred from 
the words of Christ, which are capable of so many meanings. 
Therefore reason in this case is to be heard by them that will 
give a reason of their faith, as it is commanded in seripture ; 
much less is that to be admitted which Fisher or Flued the 
Jesuit was bold to say to king James; that because transub- 
stantiation seems so much against reason, therefore it is to be 
admitted, as if faith were more faith for being against reason. 
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Against this for the present I shall oppose the “excellent words 
of S. Austin, Ep. 7: manifestissine certeque rations velut 
seripturarum sanctarum objieitur quthoritas, non intelligat que 
hoe facit, et non scripturarum illarum sensum ad quem penetrare 
non potuit, sed suum potius objicit veritati: nec quod m eis, sed 
quod in seipso velut pro ets invenit, opponit ; “ He that opposes 
the authority of the holy scriptures against manifest and certain 
reason, does neither understand himself nor the scripture. In- 
deed when God hath plainly declared the particular, the more it 
seems against my reasons, the greater is my obedience in sub- 
mitting; but that is, because my reasons are but sophisms, since 
truth itself hath declared plainly against them; but if God hath 
not plainly declared against that which I call reason, my reason 
must not be contested by a pretence of faith, but upon some 
other account ;” Ratio cum ratione concertet. 

3. Secondly. But this is such a fine device, that it can (if it 
be admitted) warrant any literal interpretation against all the 
pretences of the world; for when Christ said, If thy right eye 
offend thee, pluck it owt; here are the plain words of Christ ; 
and, Some make themselves eunuchs for the kingdom of heaven ; 
nothing plainer in the grammatical sense ; and why do we not 
do it? because it is an unnatural thing to mangle our body for 
a spiritual cause, which may be supplied by other more gentle 
instruments. Yea, but reason is not to be heard against the 
plain words of Christ, and the greater our reason is against it, 
the greater excellency in our obedience; that as Abraham 
against hope believed in hope, so we against reason may believe 
in the greatest reason, the Divine revelation: and what can be 
spoken against this‘ 

4, Thirdly. Stapleton, confuting Luther's opinion of consub- 
stantiation, pretends against it many absurdities drawn from 
reason®; and yet it would have been ill taken, if it should have 
been answered that the doctrine ought the rather to be believed, 
because it is so unreasonable; which answer is something like 
our new preachers’ discourse, who pretend that therefore they 
are spiritual men, because they have no learning; they are ¢o 
confound the wise, because they are the weak things of the world, 
and that they are to be heard the rather, because there is the 
less reason they should, so crying stinking fish that men may buy 
it the more greedily But I will proceed to the particulars of 
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reason in this article; being contented with this, that if the ad- 
verse party shall refuse this way of arguing, they may be reproved 
by saying, they refuse to hear reason ; and it will not be easy for 
them, in despite of reason, to pretend faith, for dromo, and ph 
gxyovres tiotw, unreasonable men, and they that have not faith, are 
equivalent in S. Paul’s expression>. 

5. First, I shall lay this prejudice in the article as relating to 
the discourses of reason; that in the words of institution there 
is nothing that can be pretended to prove the conversion of the 
substance of bread into the body of Christ, but the same will 
infer the conversion of the whole into the whole ; and therefore 
of the accidents of the bread into the accidents of the body. 
And in those little pretences of philosophy which these men 
sometimes make to cozen fools into a belief of the possibility, 
they pretend to no instance, but to such conversions in which 
if the substance is changed so also are the accidents: sometimes 
the accident is changed in the same remaining substance ; but 
if the substance be changed, the accidents never remain the 
same individually, or in kind, unless they be symbolical, that 
is, are common to both, as in the change of elements, of air 
into fire, of water into earth. Thus when Christ changed water 
into wine, the substances being changed, the accidents also were 
altered, and the wine did not retain the colour and taste of 
water ; for then though it had been the stranger miracle that 
wine should be wine, and yet look and taste like water, yet it 
would have obtained but little advantage to his doctrine and 
person, if he should have offered to prove his mission by such 
a miracle. For if Christ had said to the guests, To prove that 
Iam come from God, I will change this water into wine, well 
might this prove his mission; but if, while the guests were won- 
dering at this, he should proceed and say, Wonder ye not at this, 
for I will do a stranger thing than it, for this water shall be 
changed into wine, and yet [ will so order it, that it shall look 
like water, and taste like it, so that you shall not know one from 
the other: certainly this would have made the whole matter 
very ridiculous; and indeed it is a strange device of these men 
to suppose God to work so many prodigious miracles as must 
be in transubstantiation, if it were at all, and yet that none of 
these should be seen ; for to what purpose is a miracle that 
cannot be perceived? It can prove nothing, nor do any thing, 


b 2 Thess. iil. 2. 


584 Of the Real Presence of SECT. XI. 


when itself is not known whether it be or no. When bread is 
turned into flesh, and wine into blood in the nourishment of our 
bodies, (which I have seen urged for the credibility of transub- 
stantiation,) the bread, as it changes his nature, changes his 
accidents too, and is flesh in colour, and shape, and dimensions, 
and weight, and operation, as well as it is in substance. Now 
let them rub their foreheads hard, and tell us it is so in the holy 
sacrament. For if it be not so, then no instance of the change 
of natural substances from one form to another can be pertinent: 
for, 1, though it be no more than is done in every operation of a 
body, yet it is always with change of their proper accidents; and 
then, 2, it can with no force of the words of the institution be 
pretended, that one ought to be or can be without the other. 
For he that says this is the body of a man, says that it hath the 
substance of a human body, and all his consequents, that is, the 
accidents: and he that says this is the body of Alexander, says 
(besides the substance) that it hath all the individuating con- 
ditions which are the particular accidents ; and therefore Christ 
affirming this to be his body, did as much affirm the change 
of accidents as the change of substance; because that change 
is naturally and essentially consequent to this. Now if they 
say they therefore do not believe the accidents of bread to be 
changed, because they see them remain; I might reply, Why 
will they believe their sense against faith? since there may be 
evidence, but here is certainty, and it cannot be deceived though 
our eyes can: and it is certain that Christ affirmed it without 
distinction of one part from another, of substance from his usual 
accidents. This is my body. Hoc, hic, nunc, and sic. Now if 
they think their eyes may be credited for all the words of our 
blessed Saviour, why shall not their reason also? or is nothing 
so certain to the understanding as any thing is to the eye? If 
therefore it be unreasonable to say that the accidents of bread 
are changed against our sense, so it will be unreasonable to say, 
that the substance is changed against our reason; not but that 
God can and does often change one substance into another, and 
it is done in every natural production of a substantial form; but 
that we say it is unreasonable that this should be changed into 
flesh (not to flesh simply, for so it is when we eat it, nor into 
Christ’s flesh simply, for so it might have been, if he had, as it 
is probable he did, eaten the sacrament himself, but) into that 
body of Christ which is in heaven, he remaining there, and being 
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whole and impassible, and unfrangible, this we say is unreason- 
able and impossible: and that is now to be proved. 

6. Secondly. In this question, when our adversaries are to 
cozen any of the people, they tell them the protestants deny 
God’s omnipotency, for so they are pleased to call our denying 
their dreams: and this device of theirs to escape is older than 
their doctrine of transubstantiation, for it was the trick of the 
Manichees, the Eutychians, the Apollinarists, the Arians, when 
they were confuted by the arguments of the catholics, to fly to 
God’s omnipotency ; d70 rovrwn efeipyduevor AoytopSv Karapd}yover 
éml 7d duvardy civar @ed, says Nazianzen®; and it was very 
usually by the Fathers called “the sanctuary of heretics :” 
Potentia, inquiunt, ei hee est ut falsa sint vera: mendacis est ut 
falsum dicat verum, quod Deo non competit, saith S. Austin4, 
They pretend it to belong to God’s power to verify their doc- 
trine, that is, to make falsehood truth; that is not power, but a 
he, which cannot be in God, and this was older than the Arians ; 
it was the trick of the old tragedians: so Plato told them; 
éeneday TL anop@ow ent ras pnyavas Katapbyover Oeods alpovtes ; 
which Cicero rendering, sayse, Cum explicare argumenti exitum 
non potestis, confugitis ad Deum; “ When you eannot bring your 
argument about, you fly to the power of God.” But when we 
say this is impossible to be done, either we mean it naturally or 
ordinarily impossible ; that is, such a thing which cannot with- 
out a miracle be done; as a child cannot with his hands break 
a giant’s arm, or a man cannot eat a millstone, or with his finger 
touch the moon. Now in matters of religion, although to shew 
a thing to be thus impossible is not enough to prove it was not 
at all, if God said it was; for although to man it be impossible, 
yet to God all things are possible; yet when the question is of 
the sense of the words of scripture, which are capable of various 
interpretations, he that brings an argument a6 impossibili against 
any one interpretation, shewing that it infers such an ordinary 
impossibility as cafnot be done without a miracle, hath suf- 
ficiently concluded (not against the words, for nothing ought to 
prejudice them, but) against such an interpretation as infers 
that impossibility. Thus when in scripture we find it recorded 
that Christ was born of a virgin, to say this is impossible is no 
argument against it, because, although it be naturally impossible, 
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(which I think is demonstrable against the Arabian physicians, ) 
yet to him that said it, it is also possible to do it. ‘But then if 
from hence any man shall obtrude as an article of faith, that the 
blessed virgin mother was so a virgin that her holy Son came 
into the world without any aperture of his mother’s womb, I 
doubt not but an argument ab impossibile is a sufficient convic- 
tion of the falschood of it; though this impossibility be only an 
ordinary and natural; because the words of scripture, affirming 
Christ to be born of a virgin, say only that he was not begotten 
by natural generation; not that his egression from his mother’s 
womb made a penetration of dimensions. To instance once 
more: the words of scripture are plain, that Christ is man, that 
Christ is God: here are two natures, and yet but one Christ: no 
impossibility ought to be pretended against these plain words, 
but they must be sophisms, because they dispute against truth 
itself. But now if a Monothelite shall say, that by this unity of 
nature God hath taught an unity of wills in Christ, and that he 
had but one will, because he is but one person, I do not doubt 
but an argument from an ordinary and natural impossibility will 
be sufficient to convince him of his heresy ; and in this case the 
Monothelite hath no reason to say that the orthodox Christian 
denies God’s omnipotency, and says that God cannot unite the 
will of Christ’s humanity to the will of his Divinity: and this is 
true in every thing which is not declared minutely, and in his 
particular sense. There is ordinarily no greater argument in 
the world, and none better is commonly used, nor any better 
required, than to reduce the opinion to an impossibility ; for if 
this be not true without a miracle, you must prove your ex- 
traordinary, and demonstrate your miracle, which will be found 
to be a new impossibility. A sense that cannot be true without 
a miracle to make it so, it is a miracle if it be true; and there- 
fore let the literal sense in any place be presumed, and have the 
advantage of the first offer or presumption ; yet if it be ordinarily 
impossible to be so, and without a miracle cannot be so, and the 
miracle nowhere affirmed, then to affirm the literal sense is the 
hugest folly that can be in the interpretation of any scriptures. 
7 But there is an impossibility which is absolute, which God 
cannot do, therefore because he is almighty; for to do them 
were impotency and want of power: as, God cannot lie, he can- 
not be deceived, he cannot be mocked, he cannot die, he cannot 
deny himself, nor do unjustly: and I remember that Dionysius 
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brings in (by way of scorn) Elymas the sorcerer finding fault 
with S. Paul for saying God could not deny himself; as if the 
saying so were denying God’s omnipotency ; so Elymas objected ; 
as is to be seen in the book de Divin. Nom. c. 8. And by the 
consent of all the world it is agreed upon this expression, That 
God cannot reconcile contradictions; that is, it is no part of the 
Divine omnipotency to make the same proposition true and false 
at the same time, in the same respect ; it is absolutely impossible 
that the same thing should be and not be at the same time, that 
the same thing so constituted in his own formality should lose 
the formality or essential affirmative, and yet remain the same 
thing. For it is absolutely the first truth that can be affirmed 
in metaphysical notices, Nothing can be and not be. ‘This is it 
in which all men and all sciences and all religions are agreed 
upon as a prime truth in all senses, and without distinctions. 
For if any thing could be and not be at the same time, then 
there would be something whose being were not to be. Nay, 
Dominicus & Soto affirms expresslye, that not only those things 
cannot be done by God which intrinsically, formally, and ex- 
pressly infer two contradictories, but those also which the under- 
standing at the first proposal does by its natural light dissent 
from, and can by no means admit; because that which is so 
repugnant to the understanding, naturally does sua natura re- 
pugnare, is impossible in the nature of things; and therefore 
when it is said in 8. Luke, nothing is impossible with G'od, it is 
meant, nothing is impossible but that which naturally repugns 
to the understanding. 

8. Now to apply this to the present question: our adversaries 
do not deny, but that in the doctrine of transubstantiation there 
are a great many impossibilities, which are such naturally and 
ordinarily, but by Divine power they can be done; but that they 
are done they have no warrant, but the plain literal sense of the 
words of Hoe est corpus meum: now this is so far from proving 
that God does work perpetual miracles to verify their sense of it, 
that the working of miracles ought to prove that to be the sense 
of it. Now the probation of a proposition by miracles is an 
open thing, clear as thunder, and being a matter of sense, and 
consequently more known than the thing which they intend to 
prove, ought not to be proved by that which is the thing in 
question. And therefore to say that God will work a miracle 
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rather than his words should be false, is certain, but imper- 
tinent : for concerning the words themselves there is no ques- 
tion, and therefore now no more need of miracles to confirm 
them; concerning the meaning of them is the question : they 
say this is the meaning. Quest. How do you prove it 5 since 
there are so many impossibilities in it naturally and ordinarily ? 
Answ. Because God said it, therefore it is true. Resp. Yea, that 
God said the words we doubt not, but that his words are to be 
understood in your sensé, that I doubt; because if I believe 
your sense, I must admit many things ordinarily impossible. 
Answ. Yea, but nothing is impossible to God. esp. True, 
nothing that can be done exceeds his power ; but supposing this 
absolutely possible, yet how does it appear that God will do a 
miracle to verify your sense, which otherwise cannot be true; 
when without a miracle the words may be true in many other 
senses? Jam dic Posthume: for it is hard that men by a con- 
tinual effort and violence should maintain a proposition against 
reason and his unquestionable maxims, thinking it sufficient to 
oppose against it God’s omnipotency; as if the crying out a 
miracle were a sufficient guard against all absurdity in the world; 
as if the wisdom of God did arm his power against his truth, 
and that it were a fineness of spirit to be able to believe the two 
parts of a contradiction, and all upon confidence of a miracle 
which they cannot prove. And indeed it were something strange, 
that thousands and thousands of times, every day for above 
1500 years together, the same thing should be done, and yet 
this should be called @ miracle, that is, a daily extraordinary: 
for by this time it would pass into nature and a rule, and so 
become a supernatural natural event, an extraregular rule, an 
extraordinary ordinary, a perpetual wonder, that is, a wonder 
and no wonder: and therefore I may infer the proper corollaries 
of this argument in the words of Scotus, whose opinion it was 
pity it could be overborne by tyrannyf. 1. “ That the truth of 
the eucharist may be saved without transubstantiation.” And 
this I have already proved. 2. “The substance of bread under 
the accidents is more a nourishment than the accidents them- 
selves, and therefore more represents Christ’s body in the for- 
mality of spiritual nourishment.” And, indeed, that I may add 
some weight to these words of Scotus, which are very true and 
very reasonable: 1 It cannot be told why bread should be chosen 
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for the symbol of the body, but because of its nourishing faculty ; 
and that the accidents should nourish without substance, is like 
feeding a man with music, and quenching his thirst with a 
diagram. 2. It is fantastical and mathematical bread, not na- 
tural, which by the doctrine of transubstantiation is represented 
on the table, and therefore unfit to nourish, or to typify that 
which can. 3. Painted bread might as well be symbolical as 
the real, if the real bread become no bread: for then that which 
remains is nothing but the accidents, as colour and dimensions, 
&e. But Scotus proceeds: 3.“ That understanding of the 
words of institution that the substance of bread is not there, 
seems harder to be maintained, and to it more inconveniences 
are consequent, than by putting the substance of bread to be 
there.” 4, Lastly, “It is a wonder why in one article, which is 
not a principal article of faith, such a sense should be affirmed, 
for which faith is exposed to the contempt of all that follow rea- 
son:” and all this is because in transubstantiation there are 
many natural and ordinary impossibilities. Jn hac conversione 
sunt plura diffciliora quam in creatione, said Aquinass, “ There 
are more difficulties in this conversion of the sacrament than in 
the whole creation.” 

9. But then, because we are speaking concerning what may be 
done by God, it ought to be considered that it is rash and impu- 
dent to say that the body of Christ cannot by the power of God 
(who can do all things) be really in the sacrament without the 
natural conversion of bread into him. “God can make that the 
body of Christ should be de novo in the sacrament of the altar, 
without any change of itself, and without the change of any 
thing into itself, yet some change being made about the bread, 
or something else.” They are the words of Durand®. Cannot 
God in any sense make this proposition true; This bread is the 
body of Christ, or, This is bread and Christ’s body too? If they 
say he cannot, then it is a clear case who it is that denies God’s 
omnipotency. If God can, then how will they be able from the 
words of scripture to prove transubstantiation? This also would 
be considered. 

10. But now concerning impossibilities, if it absolutely can be 
evinced that this doctrine of transubstantiation does affirm con- 
tradictions, then it is not only an intolerable prejudice against 
the doctrine, as is the ordinary and natural impossibility; but it 
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will be absolutely impossible to be true, and it derogates from 
God to affirm such a proposition in religion, and much more to 
adopt it into the body of faith. And therefore when S. Paul 
had quoted that place of scripture, He hath put all things under 
him, he adds, It is evident that he ts excepted who did put all things 
under him; for if this had not been so understood, then he 
should have been under himself, and he that gave the power 
should be lessened, and be inferior to him that received it; 
which because they infer impossibilities, like those which are 
consequent to transubstantiation, S. Paul makes no more of it 
but to say, the contrary is manifest against the unlimited literal 
sense of the words. Now for the eviction of this, these two 
mediums are to be taken. The one, that “this doctrine affirms 
that of the essence or existence of a thing, which is contrary to 
the essence or existence of it, and yet that the same thing re- 
mains;” that is, “that the essence remains without the essence,” 
that is, “ without itself.” The other, that “ this doctrine makes a 
thing to be and not to be at the same time.” I shall use them 
both but promiscuously, because they are reducible to one. 

11. The doctrine of transubstantiation is against the nature 
and essence of a body. Bellarmine seems afraid of this‘; for, 
immediately before, he goes about to prevaricate about “the 
being of a body in many places at once,” he says, that if the 
essence of things were evidently and particularly known, then 
we might know what does and what does not imply a contradic- 
tion; but id now satis constat, there is no certainty of that; by 
that pretended uncertainty making way, as he hopes, to escape 
from all the pressure of contradictions that lie upon the pro- 
digious philosephy of this article: but we shall make a shift so 
far to understand the essence of a body, as to evince this doctrine 
to be full of contradictions. 

12. First. For Christ's body, his natural body is changed into a 
spiritual body, and it is not now a natural body, but a spiritual ; 
and therefore cannot be now in the sacrament after a natural 
manner, because it is so nowhere, and therefore not there; 7 7s 
sown a natural body, it is raised a spiritual body. And therefore 
though this spirituality be not a change of one substance into 
another, yet it is so a change of the same substance, that it hath 
lost all those accidents which were not perfective nor constitutive, 
but imperfect and separable from the body ; and therefore in no 
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sense of nature can it be manducated. And here is the first 
contradiction : the body of Christ is in the sacrament: the same 
body is in heaven. In heaven it cannot be broken naturally ; in 
the sacrament they say it is broken naturally and properly ; 
therefore the same body is and is not, it can and it cannot be 
broken. To this they answer, that it is broken under the 
species of bread ; not in itself. Well! is it broken or is it not 
broken ? let it be broken under what it will, if it be broken, the 
thing is granted. For if by being broken under the species, it 
be meant that the species be broken alone, and not the body of 
Christ, then they take away in one hand what they reach forth 
with the other. This being a better argument, “ The species 
only are broken, the species are not Christ’s body, therefore 
Christ’s body is not broken:”’ better I say than this: ‘“ The 
body of Christ is under the species, the species alone are broken, 
therefore the body of Christ is broken.” For how can the break- 
ing of species or accidents infer the breaking of Christ’s body, 
unless the accidents be Christ’s body, or inseparable from it? or 
rather, how can the breaking of the accidents infer the breaking 
of Christ’s body when it cannot be broken? To this I desire a 
clear and intelligible answer. Add to this, how can species, that 
is, accidents, be broken, but when a substance is broken? for an 
accident properly, such as smell, colour, taste, hath of itself no 
solid and consistent, nor indeed any fluid parts, nothing whereby 
it can be broken and have a part divided from a part; but as 
the substance in which the accident is subjected becomes divided, 
so do the inherent accidents; but no otherwise: and if this 
cannot be admitted, men cannot know what one another say or 
mean, they can have no notices of things or regular propositions. 
13. Secondly. But I demand, when we speak of a body, what 
we mean by it? For in all discourses and intercourses of mankind 
by words we must agree concerning each other’s meaning: when 
we speak of a body, of a substance, of an accident, what does 
mankind agree to mean by these words? All the philosophers 
and all the wise men in the world, when they divide a substance 
from an accident, mean by a substance that which can subsist in 
itself without a Subject of inherence. 
But an accident is “that whose very e&sence is to be in 
another :” when they speak of a body, and separate it from a 
k Aristot. lib. 1. posterior. c. 6. etl.2. quod abit cum substantia, évdexduevor, 
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spirit, they mean that a spirit is that which hath no material, 
divisible parts, physically; that which hath nothing of that 
which makes a body, that is, extension, limitation by lines, and 
superficies, and material measures. The very first notion and 
conception of things teaches all men that what is circumscribed 
and measured by his proper place is there and nowhere else. 
For if it could be there and be in another place, it were two and 
not one. A finite spirit can be but in one place, but it is there 
without cireumscription ; that is, it hath no parts measured by 
the parts of a place, but is there after another manner than a 
body, that is, it is in every part of his definition or spiritual 
location. So it is said, a soul is in the whole body ; not that a 
part of it is in the hand and a part of it in the eye, but it is 
whole in the whole, and whole in every part ; and it is true that 
it is so, if it be wholly immaterial : because that which is spirit- 
ual and immaterial cannot have material parts. But when we 
speak of a body, all the world means that which hath a finite 
quantity and is determined to one place. This was the philo- 
sophy of all the world, taught in all the schools of the Christians 
and heathens, even of all mankind, till the doctrine of transub- 
stantiation was to be nursed and maintained, and even after it 
was born it could not be forgotten by them who were bound to 
keep it. And I appeal to any man of the Roman persuasion, if 
they can shew me any ancient philosopher, Greek or Roman, or 
Christian of any nation, who did not believe it to be essential to 
the being of a body to be in one place; and Amphitruo in the 
old comedy had reason to be angry with Sosia upon this point?. 
Tun rd dicere audes, quod ivemo unquam homo antehac vidit, nec 
potest fiert, tempore uno, homo tdem duobus locis ut simul sit? And 
therefore to make the body of Christ to be in a thousand places 
at once, and yet to be but one body, to be in heaven and to be 
upon so many altars, to be on the altar in so many round wafers, 
is to make a body to be a spirit, and to make a finite to be 
infinite ; for nothing can be so but an infinite spirit. 

14. Neither will it be sufficient to fly here to God’s omnipo- 
tency ; for God can indeed make a body to be a spirit; but 
can it consist with the Divine Being to make’ an infinite sub- 
stance? Can there possibly be two categorematical, that is, 
positive substantial infinites? or can it be that a finite should, 
remaining finite, yet not be finite, but indefinite and in in- 
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numerable places at once™? God can new create the body, 
and change it into a spirit; but can a body, remaining a body, 
be at the same time a spirit? or can it be a body and yet not 
be in a place? is it not determined so, that remaining in a place 
it cannot be out of it? If these things could be otherwise, then 
the same thing at the same time could be a body and a spirit, 
limited and unlimited, wholly in a place and wholly out of it, 
finite and infinite, a body and yet no body, one and yet many, 
the same and not the same, that is, it should not be itself. Now 
although God can change any thing from being the thing it is, 
to become another thing, yet is it not a contradiction to say it 
should be the same it is, and yet not the same? These are the 
essential, immediate consequents of supposing a body remaining 
a body, whose essence it is to be finite and determined in one 
place, can yet so remaining be in a thousand places. 

Thirdly, the Socinians teach that our bodies at the resurrec- 
tion shall be (as they say Christ’s body now is) changed substan- 
tially. For corruptible and incorruptible, mortal and immortal, 
natural and spiritual, are substantial differences: and now our 
bodies being natural, corruptible, and mortal, differ substantially 
from bodies spiritual, immortal, and incorruptible, as they shall 
be hereafter, and as the body of our Lord now is. Now I am 
sure the church of Rome allows not of this doctrine in these ; 
neither have they reason for it; but do not they admit that in. 
hypothesi which they deny in thesi? For is it not a perfect change 
of substance, that a body from finite is changed to be at least 
potentially infinite, from being determined in one place to be in- 
definite and indeterminable? To lose all his essential proprieties 
must needs infer a substantial change"; and that it is of the 
essence of a body to be in one place, at least an essential pro- 
priety, they will not, I suppose, be so impudent as to deny, 
since they fly to the Divine omnipotency and a perpetual mi- 
racle to make it be otherwise; which is a plain demonstration 
that naturally it is so: this therefore they are to answer if 
they can. 

15. But let us see what Christian philosophy teaches us in this 
particular. S. Austin is a good probable doctor, and may be 
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trusted for a proposition in natural philosophy. These are his 
conclusions in this article: Corpora que non possunt esse nosy im 
locov ; “ Bodies cannot be but in their place.” Angustias omni- 
potenti corpora patiuntur, nec ubique possunt esse, nec semper ; 
Divinitas autem ubique presto est? ; “ The Divinity is present 
every where, but not bodies; they are not omnipotent :” mean- 
ing, it is a propriety of God to be in many places, an effect of 
his omnipotence. But more plainly yet; Spatia locorum tolle 
corporibus, et nusquam erunt, et quia nusquam erunt, nec erunt : 
“Tf you take from bodies the spaces of place, they will be no- 
where ; and if they be nowhere, they will not be at all:” and to 
apply this to the present question, he affirms, Christus homo se- 
cundum corpus tn loco est, et de loco migrat, et cum ad alium locum 
venerit, in eo loco unde venit non est ; ‘‘ Christ as man, accord- 
ing to the body, is in a place, and goes from a place ; and when 
he comes to another place, is not in the place from whence he 
came.” For besides that so to do is of the verity of Christ’s 
body, that it should have the same affections with ours; accord- 
ing as it is insisted upon in divers places of the scripture, par- 
ticularly S. Luke xxiv. 89: it is also in the same place, and in 
the story apparent, that the case was not altered after the re- 
surrection, but Christ moved finitely by dimensions, and change 
of places. So Theodoret'; Dominicum corpus incorruptibile re- 
surreait et impatibile a immortale, et divina gloria glorificatum est, 
et a celestibus adoratur potestatibus ; corpus tamen est, priorem 
habens circumscriptionem ; “ Christ’s body even after the resur- 
rection is circumscribed as it was before.” And therefore “as 
it is impious to deny God to be invisible ; so it is profane not to 
believe and profess the Son of God in his assumed humanity to 
be visible, corporeal, and local, after the resurrection :” it is the 
saying of S. Austins. 

16. And I would fain know how it will be answered, that they 
attribute to the body of Christ, which is his own creature, the 
incommunicable attribute of ubiquity, either actually or poten- 
tially’. For let them say; is it not an attribute of God to be 
unlimited, and to be undefined by places? S. Austin says it, and 
it is affirmed by natural reason, and all the world attributes this 
to God as a propriety of his own. If it be not his own, then 
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all the world hath been always deceived till this new genera- 
tion arose. If it be, let them fear the horrid consequent of 
giving that to a creature which is the glory of the Creator. And 
if they think to escape by saying, ‘‘ that they do not attribute 
to it actual ubiquity, but potential ;” that is, that though he be 
not, yet he may be everywhere; let it be considered, if the argu- 
ment of the Fathers was good, (by which they proved the Divinity 
of the Holy Ghost,) “This is everywhere, therefore this is God ;” 
is it not also as good to say, This may be everywhere, therefore 
this may be God? And then it will be altogether as bad as any 
thing can be imagined ; for it makes the incommunicable attri- 
bute of God to be communicable to a creature; and not only so, 
but it is worse, for it makes that an actual creature may be a 
potential God; that is, that there can be a God which is not 
eternally a God, that is not a pure act, a God that is not yet, 
but that shall have a beginning in time. 

17. Fourthly, there was not in all school divinity, nor in the 
old philosophy, nor in nature, any more than three natural proper 
ways of being in a place, cercumscriptivé, definitive, repletive. 
The body of Christ is not in the sacrament cireumscriptively, 
because there he could be but in one altar, in one wafer. It 
is not there definitively for the same reason, because to be de- 
finitely in a place is to be in it so as to be there, and nowhere 
else. And both these are affirmed by their own Turrecrematat. 
It remains, that it must be repletivé in many places, which we 
use to attribute to God only, and it is that manner of being in 
a place, by which God is distinguished from his creatures. But 
now a fourth word must be invented, and that is, sacramentaliter ; 
Christ’s body is sacramentally in more places than one ; which 
is very true; that is, the sacrament of Christ’s body is: and so 
is his body figuratively, tropically, representatively in being, and 
really in effect and blessing. But this is not a natural, real 
being in a place, but a relation to a person; the other three are 
all the manners of location which the soul of man could yet ever 
apprehend. 

18. Fifthly. It is essential to a body to have partem eatra 
partem, one part without the other, answering to the parts of 
his place; for so the eyes stand separate from the hands, and 
the ears from the feet, and the head from the belly. But in 
transubstantiation the whole body is in a point, in a minimum 
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naturale, in the least imaginable crumb of consecrated bread: 
how then shall nose and eyes, and head and hands be distinct ¢ 
unless the mutiny of the members be reconciled, and all parties 
pleased, because the feet shall be the eyes, and the leg shall be 
the head, and possess each other's dimension and proper cells of 
dwelling. Quod ego non credo, said an ancient gloss*. I will not 
insist upon the unworthy questions which this carnal doctrine 
introduces; viz. Whether Christ's whole body be so there, that 
the prepuce is not wanting? Suarez supposing that as probable, 
others denying it, but disputing it fiercelyY; neither will I make 
scrutiny concerning eating Christ’s bones, guts, hair, and nails ; 
nor suppose the Roman priests to be such xapxapddovres, and to 
have such saws in their mouths: these are appendages of their 
persuasion, but to be abominated by all Christian and modest 
persons, who use to eat not the bodies but the flesh of beasts, 
and not to devour, but to worship the body of Christ in the 
exaltation, and much more in the union with his Divinity. But 
that which I now insist upon is, that in a body there cannot be 
indistinction of parts, but each must possess his own portion of 
place; and if it does not, a body cannot be a body, nor dis- 
tinguished from a spirit. 

19. Sixthly. When a body is broken into half, one half is 
separate from another, and remains divided; but in the doctrine 
of transubstantiation, the wafer which they say is Christ’s whole 
body, if it be broken, is broken into two whole ones, not into 
the halves of one; and so there shall be two bodies, if each half 
make one, and yet those two bodies are but one and not two. 
Add to this, if each wafer be Christ’s body whole, and the 
fraction of it makes that every part is whole Christ, then every 
communicant can consecrate as well as the priest; for at his 
breaking the host in his mouth, why the body should not also 
become whole to each part in the mouth, as well as to each 
part in the hand, is one of the unintelligible secrets of this 
mystery. 

20. Aquinas says that “ the body of Christ is not in the sacra- 
ment, in the manner of a body, but of a substance, and so is 
whole in the whole.” Well; suppose that for a while: yet, I, 
those substances which are “whole in the whole,” are by his 
own doctrine neither divisible nor multiplicable, and how then 
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can Christ’s body be supposed to be multiplicable 2? (for there 
are no other words to express my meaning, though no words 
can speak sense according to their doctrine, words not signifying 
here as everywhere else, and among them as they did always in 
all mankind ;) how can it, I say, be multiplied by the breaking 
of the wafer or bread upon the account of the likeness of it to a 
substance that cannot be broken, or if it could, yet were not 
multipliable? But, 2, if Christ’s body be there according to the 
manner of a substance, not of a body, I demand according to the 
nature of what substance, whether of a material or an immaterial? 
If according to the nature of a material substance, then it is 
commensurate by the dimensions of quantity, which he is now 
endeavouring to avoid. If according to the nature of an imma- 
terial substance, then it is not a body, but a spirit; or else the 
body may have the being of a spirit, whilst it remains a body, 
that is, be a body and not a body at the same time. But, 3, to 
say that a body is there, not according to the nature of a body, 
_but of a substance, is not sense; for besides that by this answer, 
it is a body without the nature of a body, it says that it is also 
there determined by a manner, and yet that manner is so far 
from determining it, that it makes it yet more undetermined 
and general than it was. For substance is the highest genus in 
that category: and corpus or body ig under it, and made more 
special by a superadded difference. To say therefore that a 
body is there after the manner of a substance, is to say, that 
by being specificated, limited, and determined, it becomes not a 
species but a genus, that is, more unlimited by limitations, more 
generical by his specification, more universal by being made 
more particular. So impossible is it for wise men to make sense 
of this business. 3. But besides all this, to be in a place after 
the manner of a substance, is not to be in a place at all; for 
substantia hath in it no relation to a place till it be specificated 
to a body or a spirit ; for substantia dicit solum formalitatem sub- 
standi accidentibus et subsistendi per se; but the capacity of, or 
relation to a place, is by the specification of it by some sub- 
stantial difference. 4. Lastly, to explicate the being in a place, 
in the manner of a substance by being whole in the whole, and 
whole in every part, is to say that every substance is so; which 


z Corpus Christi est multiplicatum ad Christi facta est substantialiter ad omne 
omne punctum hostie. Tho.Waldens. punctum hostie. Id. 
tom. 2. c. 55.  Multiplicatio corporis 


598 Of the Real Presence of SECT. XI. 


is notoriously false: for corporal substances are not 80 ; whether 
spiritual be, is a question not proper for this place. 

21, Aquinas hath yet another device to make all whole, say- 
ing, “that one body cannot be in diverse places localiter, but 
sacramentaliter, not locally, but sacramentally.” But first, I wish 
the words were sense, and that I could tell the meaning of being 
in a place locally, and not locally, unless a thing can be in a 
place and not in a place, that is, so to be in, that it is also out: 
but so long as it is a distinction it is no matter; it will amuse, 
and make way to escape, if it will do nothing else. But if by 
being sacramentally in many places is meant figuratively, (as 
before I explicated it,) then I grant Aquinas’s affirmative ; 
Christ’s body is in many places sacramentally, that is, it is 
represented upon all the holy tables or altars in the Christian 
church. But if by sacramentally he means naturally and properly, 
then he contradicts himself, for that is it he must mean by 
locatiter, if he means any thing at all. But it matters not what 
he means, for it is sufficient to me that he only says it and 
proves it not; and that it is not sense: and lastly, that Bellar- 
mine confutes it, as not being home enough to his purpose, but 
a direct destruction of the fancy of transubstantiation®; Si non 
possit esse unum corpus localiter in duobus locis, quia divideretur a 
seipso, profecto non esse possit sacramentaliter eadem ratione. I 
might make advantage of this contestation between two so great 
patrons of transubstantiation, if I did need it; for Aquinas says, 
“ that a body cannot be in two places at once locally.” Bellar- 
mine says, “ then neither can it sacramentally.” It were easy 
then to infer that therefore it is in two places no way in the 
world. But I shall not need this. 

22. Seventhly. For there is a new heap of impossibilities, 
if we should reckon that which follows from the multiplication 
of totalities; I mean of the body of Christ, which is one con- 
tinual substance, one in itself, and divided from every thing 
else, as all unity is; and yet every wafer consecrated is the 
whole body of Christ, and yet that body is but one, and the 
wafers which are not one, are every one of them Christ’s body. 
And how is it possible that Christ’s body should be in heaven, 
and between it and us are many other bodies interposed, and 
his body is in none of the intermedials, and that his body should 
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be also here, and yet not joined to that, either by continuity or 
contiguity, and the same body should be a thousand miles off, 
and ten thousand bodies between them, and yet all this be but 
one: that is, How can it be two and yet be one? For how shall 
any man reckon two! How can he know that two. glasses of 
wine are not one! We see them in two places, their continuity 
divided, there is an intermedial distance and other bodies inter- 
posed, and therefore we silly men usually say they are two; but 
it is strange to see, a man may be confident and yet without 
reason when he hath not wit enough to tell two. But then there 
is not in nature any way for a man to tell two, if this principle 
be taken from us. 

It will also be an infinite, impossible contradiction which 
follows the being of a body in two places at once; upon this 
account. For it will infer that the same body is at the same 
time, in the same respect, in order to the same place, both 
actually and potentially, that is, possessed and not possessed of 
it, and may go to that place where it is already. For suppose 
a body at S. Omers, and the same body at the same time at 
Doway; then that body which is actually at S.Omers may yet 
at the same time be going from Doway thither, and then he is 
at the same time there and not there, at his journey’s end, and 
yet on the way thither; that is, in disposition and tendency to 
that place where he is already actually, and whither he is arrived 
before he set out and began his journey; and goes away from 
Doway, before he leaves it. 

Add to this, that to be in two places at once, makes the 
same thing which is contained in divers places to be contained 
in none. For as to be in a place like a body, is to be con- 
tained in that place; so to be contained in that place is to 
be terminated or bounded by that place; but whatsoever is 
bounded by a thing, is not without or beyond that bound : 
it follows therefore, that if a body can be entirely without or 
beyond that place in which it is contained, that is, without the 
bounds, then it is bounded and not bounded, it is contained 
and not contained; that is, it is contained by divers, and it is 
contained by none. 

23. But how can any thing be divided from itself wholly? for 
either it must be where it is not, or else it must be two. The 
wit of man cannot devise a shift to make this seem possible. 
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But Bellarmine can»; for he says, “ there is a double indivision, 
or unity, or being; an intrinsical and an extrinsical, a local, and 
an essential.” Now of these one can be without the other; and 
though a body have but one unity essential, because it can be 
but one body, yet it may have more extrinsical or local beings. 
This is the full sense of his device, if at least there be any sense 
in it. But besides that this distinction is no where taught in 
any philosophy, a child of his own still-born, not offered to be 
proved or made credible; it is, if it be brought into open view 
from without the curtains of a formal distinction, just as if he 
had said, Whereas you object that one thing can be but in one 
place, for whatsoever is in two places is two bodies ; you are 
deceived ; for it is true, that one body can be but one, but yet 
it may be two in respect of place; that is, it is but one in nature, 
but it may be in two places; and so you are confuted. But then 
if I should reply, This answer is but to deny the conclusion, and 
affirms the thing in question; there were no more to be said. 
For that one thing in nature cannot have two adequate places 
at the same time, was the conclusion of my argument ; and the 
answer is, It can have two; and this is all is said. 2. But then 
I would fain know what warrant there is for the real distinction 
of esse essentiale and esse locale of bodies‘, as if they were two dis- 
tinct separable beings ; whereas quantity is inseparable from 
bodies, and measure from continual quantities, and to be in a 
place is nothing but to have his quantity measured. 3. To be 
in a place is the termination or limit of a quantitative body, 
and makes it not to be infinite: and if this can be separated by a 
distinction from a finite body, then something is said; but if a 
finite body must be finite and not infinite, then to be determined 
by a place, the proper determination or definition of a quantita- 
tive body, is not separable from it. 4. If any man should say 
that one person cannot be together in two several times, no 
more than in two several places; this distinction would fetch 
him in to be of two times together; for there is a double indi- 
vision, one in respect of essence, the other in respect of duration, 
that intrinsical, this extrinsical; though one man or body hath 
but one being or essence intrinsical and essential, yet he may 
have more extrinsical, accidental, and temporary. And really 


b Euch. 1. 3. c. 3. sect. Sed hee ratio: © Substantias enim facis, quibus loca 
et c. 4. sect. Sed media via. assignas. Tertull. c. 41. contr. Hermog. 


23. Christ in the Holy Sacrament. 601 


the case, as to this distinction, is all one, and so it is to the 
argument too: for as two times cannot be together because of 
their successive nature, so neither can two places be adapted 
at once to one body, because of their continual and united 
nature: unity and quantity continual being as essential to 
quantitative bodies, as succession is to them who are mea- 
sured by time. 5. If one body may possess and fill two places 
circumscriptively, that it is commensurate to both of them, or 
to as many more as it shall chance to be in, then suppose a 
body of five foot long is in a place at Rome, at Valladolid, at 
Paris, and at London, in each of these places it must fill a space 
of five foot long, because it is always commensurate to his place: 
it will follow, that a body but of five foot long shall fill up the 
room of twenty foot; which, whether it implies not a contra- 
diction that the same body should be but five foot long, and yet 
at the same time be twenty foot long of the same measure, let 
all the geometricians judge. This is such a device, that as one 
said of the witty drunkenness and arts of the symposiac among 
the Greeks, “ that amongst them a dunce could not be drunk :” 
so in this device a man had need be very cunning to speak such 
nonsense, and make himself believe those things which are against 
the conceptions of all men in the world, till this new doctrine 
turned their brains, and make new propositions and new affirm- 
atives out of old impossibilities. But these people in all this 
affair deal with mankind as if they were beasts, and not rea- 
sonable creatures ; or as if all their disciples were babies or 
fools, and that to them it is lawful to say any thing, and hav- 
ing no understanding of their own, they are to efform them as 
they please. 

But to this objection it is answered, that it may have a double 
sense: that a body of five foot long may fill the space of five 
foot. One; “So as the magnitude of such a body should be 
commensurate to that place, and so a body of five foot cannot 
fill up the spaces of twenty foot: but another way is, so as the 
magnitude of the body should not be commensurate, but only to 
the space of five foot, but yet the same magnitude may be twice 
or thrice put to such a space ; and this may be done.” This is 
Bellarmine’s answer¢; that is, If you consider a body of five 
foot long, so as it can but fill five foot space, in that sense it 
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cannot fill twenty. But if you consider it 80 as it is commen- 
surate to a space, that is, twenty foot, so it cannot be, being 
but of five foot long. That this is the sense of his answer, I 
appeal to all men that can understand common sense. But 
though it be but of five foot long, yet it may be placed twice 
or thrice in a space of five foot long, and what then? Then it 
fills still but a place of five foot long. True, in one place; but 
if it fills five foot at Rome, and at the same time five foot at 
Valladolid, and five foot at Paris, and five foot at London, I 
pray are not four times five twenty ¢ As although the sun have 
but force to drink up five measures of water in Egypt; and at 
the same time as much in Arabia, and as much in Ethiopia, and 
as much in Greece, he at the same time drinks up twenty mea- 
sures, though his whole force in one place be but to drink five, 
and yet still it is but one sun. But besides all this, that the 
same body be put twice or thrice into a space of five foot at the 
same time, is that unreasonable thing, which all the natural and 
congenite notices of men ery down, and therefore ought not to 
be said confidently, in a distinction without proof; as if the 
putting it into a nonsense distinction could oblige all the world 
to believe it. 

24. Kighthly. But I proceed. Valentia® affirms that the 
Fathers prove the Divinity of the Holy Ghost by his ubiquity ; 
and it is certain they do so, as appears in S. Athanasius /, 
S. Basilg, S. Ambroseb, Didymus of Alexandria', 8. Cyril of 
Alexandria*, S. Austin! ; and divers others: and yet these 
men affirm that a body may be in many places, and therefore 
may be in all, and that it is potentially infinite ; is it not evi- 
dent that they take from the Fathers the force of the argu- 
ment, because ubiquity is communicable to something that is 
not God; or if it be not, why do they give it to a creature ? 
That which can be in many places, can be in all places; for 
all the reason that forbids it to be in two thousand forbids it 
to be in two; and if those cannot determine it to one place, it 
cannot be determined at all; I mean, the nature of a body, 
its determination to places, its circumscription, continuity, 
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unity, quantity, dimensions. Nay, that which is not deter- 
mined by place, by continuity, nor by its nature, but may be 
any where, is in its own nature uncircumscribed and indefinite, 
which is that attribute of God upon which his omnipresence 
does rely; and that Christ’s body is not everywhere actually, 
as is the Holy Ghost, it says nothing against this; because he, 
being a voluntary agent, can restrain the measure of his pre- 
sence, as God himself does the many manners of his presence. 
However, that nature is infinite that can be everywhere, and 
therefore if it can be communicated to a body, to be so is not 
proper to God, nor can it prove the Holy Ghost so to be. Of 
the same nature is that other argument used frequently by the 
primitive doctors, proving two natures to be in Christ, the Di- 
vine and the human; and the difference between them is re- 
marked in this, that the Divine is in many places, and in all: 
but the human can be but in one at once. This is affirmed 
by Origen™, S. Hilary», S. Hierom®, S. Austine, Gelasiusa, 
Fulgentius', and Ven. Bede’. But this is but variety of the 
same dish; if both these can prevail together, then either of 
them ought to prevail singly. 

25. Against all this, and whatsoever else can be objected, it is 
pretended, that it is possible for a body to be in many distant 
places at once. For Christ, who is always in heaven, yet appeared 
to 8. Paul on earth, and to many other saints, as to S. Peter, to 
S. Anthony, to 8S. Tharsilla, S. Gregory, and I cannot tell who. 
To this I answer; 1. That in all this there is nothing certain, 
but that Christ appeared to S. Paul; for it may be he appeared 
to him in heaven, S. Paul being on earth; for so he did to 
S. Stephen, as is recorded in the Acts of the Apostlest; and 
from heaven there might only come a voice and a light. 2. It 
may be S. Paul saw Christ when he was rapt up into the third 
heavens; for, that Christ was seen by him himself affirms ; but 
he says not that he saw him at his conversion; and all that he 
says he saw then was, that he saw a great light and heard a voice, 
3. That in case Christ did appear corporally to Saul on earth, it 
follows not his body was in two places at once. I have the 
warrant of him that is willing enough otherwise that this argu- 
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ment should prevail : guia non est improbabile Christum privatim 
ot ad breve tempus descendisse de caclo post ascensionem* ; “Tt 18 
not unlikely that Christ might privately and for a short time 
descend from heaven after his ascension ;” for when it is said in 
scripture that the heavens must recevve him till the day of restitution 
of all things, it is to be meant ordinarily, and as his place of resi- 
dence; but that hinders not an extraordinary commigration ; 
as a man may be said to dwell continually in London, and yet 
sometimes to go into the country to take the air. For the 
other instances of 8. Peter and S. Anthony and the rest, if I 
were sure they were true, I would say the same answer would 
also serve their turn; but as they are, it is not material whether 
it does or no. 

26. Another way of answering is taken from the examples of 
God and the reasonable soul. Concerning the soul I have these 
things to say; 1. Whether the soul be whole in every part of the 
body, and whole in the whole, is presumed by most men, but 
substantially proved by none, but denied by a great many, and 
those of the first rank of learned men. 2. If it were, it follows 
not that it is in two places or more; because not the hand nor 
the foot is the adequate place of the soul, but the whole body ; 
and therefore the usual expression of philosophy, saying, “ The 
soul is whole in every part,” is not true positively, but negatively, 
that is, the soul being immaterial, cannot be cantonized into 
parts by the division of the body; but positively it is not true. 
For the understanding is not in the foot, nor the will in the 
hand ; and something of the soul is not organical or depending 
upon the body : viz. the pure acts of volition, some little glimpses 
of intuition, reflexion, and the like. 3. If it were, yet to allege 
this is impertinent to their purpose; unless whatsoever is true 
concerning a spirit can also be affirmed of a body. 4. When 
the body is divided into parts, the soul is not multiplied into 
fantastic or real numbers, as it is pretended in transubstantia- 
tion; and therefore although the soul were whole in every part, 
it could do no service in this question ; unless it were so whole 
in each part as to be whole when each part is divided, for so it is 
said to be in the eucharist ; which because we say is impossible, 
we require an instance in something where it is so; but because 
it is not so in the soul, this instance is not home to any of their 
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purposes. But Bellarmine saysy, “God can make it to be so, 
that the soul shall remain in the member that is discontinued 
and cut off.” I answer, that God ever did do so nor he nor any 
man else can pretend, unless he please to believe S. Winifred’s 
and 8. Denys’s walking with their heads in their hands after 
their decollation ; but since we never knew that God did so, 
and whether it implies a contradiction or no, that it should be 
so, God hath nowhere declared; it is sufficient to the present 
purpose, that it is as much a question, and of itself no more 
evident than that a body can be conserved in many places ; and 
therefore being as uncertain as the principal question, cannot 
give faith to it, or do any service. But this is to amuse unwary 
persons, by seeming to say something, which indeed is nothing 
to the purpose. 

27. But that the omnipresence of God should be brought to 
prove it possible that a body may be in many places, truly 
though I am heartily desirous to do it, if I could justly, yet I 
cannot find any colour to excuse it from great impiety. But this 
I shall add, that it is so impossible that any body should be in 
two places, and so impossible to justify this from the immensity 
of God; that God himself is not in proper manner of speaking 
in two places, he is not capable of being in any place at all, as 
we understand being in a place; he is greater than all places, 
and fills all things, and locality and place; and beings and rela- 
tions are all from him; and therefore they cannot comprehend 
him. But then, although this immensity of God is beyond the 
capacity of place, and he can no more be in a place than all the 
world can be in the bottom of a well, yet if God could be limited 
and determined, it were a contradiction to say that he could be 
in two places ; just as it is a contradiction to say there are two 
Gods. So that this comparison of Bellarmine’s, as it is odious 
up to the neighbourhood and similitude of a great impiety, so it 
is ddiddoogor, it is against that philosophy whereby we under- 
stand any of the perfective notices of God. But these men 
would fain prevail by all means, they care not how. 

28. But why may we not believe as well the doctrine of tran- 
substantiation in defiance of all the seeming impossibilities, as 
well as we believe the doctrine of the Trinity in defiance of 
greater? To this I answer many things: 1. Because the mystery 
of the Trinity is revealed plainly in scripture, but the doctrine 
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of transubstantiation is against it; as I suppose myself to have 
plainly proved. So that if there were a plain revelation of tran- 

then this argument were good; and if it were 
possible for ten thousand times more arguments to be brought 
against it, yet we are to believe the revelation in despite of them 
all; but when so much of revelation is against it, and nothing 
for it, it is but vain to say we may believe this as well as the 
doctrine of the Trinity; for so we may as well argue for the 
heresy of the Manichees; why may we not as well believe the 
doctrine of the Manichees in despite of all the arguments 
brought against it; when there are so many seeming impossibili- 
ties brought against the holy Trinity? I suppose the answer that 
I have given would be thought reasonable to every such pretence. 
2, As the doctrine of the holy Trinity is set down in scripture, 
and in the Apostles’ Creed, and was taught by the Fathers of 
the first three hundred years, I know no difficulties it hath ; 
what it hath met withal since, proceeds from the too curious 
handling of that which we cannot understand. 3. The school- 
men have so pried into this secret, and have so confounded 
themselves and the articles, that they have made it to be 
unintelligible, inexplicable, indefensible in all their minutes and 
particularities ; and it is too sadly apparent in the arguments of 
the antitrinitarians, whose sophisms against the article itself, 
although they are most easily answered, yet as they bring them 
against the minutie and impertinences of the school, they are 
not so easily to be avoided. But, 4, there is not the same 
reason; because concerning God we know but very few things, 
and concerning the mysterious Trinity that which is revealed is 
extremely little; and it is general, without descending to parti- 
culars: and the difficulty of the seeming arguments against that 
being taken from our philosophy, and the common manner of 
speaking, cannot be apportioned and fitted to so great a secret ; 
neither can that at all be measured by any thing here below. 
But I hope we may have leave to say we understand more con- 
cerning bodies and their nature, than concerning the persons of 
the holy Trinity ; and therefore we may be sure in the matter of 
bodies to know what is and what is not possible ; when we can 
know no measure of truth or error in all the mysteriousnesses of 
so high and separate, superexalted secrets, as is that of the holy 
Trinity. 5. Because when the church for the understanding of 
this secret of the holy Trinity hath taken words from metaphy- 
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sical learning, as person, hypostasis, consubstantiality, d00vcvs, 
and such like, the words of themselves were apt to change their 
signification, and to put on the sense of the present school. But 
the church was forced to use such words as she had, the highest, 
the nearest, the most separate and mysterious. But when she 
still kept these words to the same mystery, the words swelled or 
altered in their sense, and were exacted according to what they 
did signify amongst men in their low notices; this begat diffi- 
culty in the doctrine of the holy Trinity. For better words she 
had none, and all that which they did signify in our philosophy 
could not be applied to this mystery, and therefore we have 
found difficulty ; and shall for ever, till in this article the 
church returns to her ancient simplicity of expression. For 
these reasons I conceive the case is wholly different, and the 
difficulty and secret of one mystery which is certainly revealed 
cannot warrant us to admit the impossibilities of that which is 
not revealed. Let it appear that God hath affirmed transub- 
stantiation, and I for my part will burn all my arguments against 
it, and make public amends. The like also is to be said in the 
matter of incarnation. 

29. But if two bodies may be in one place, then one body may 
be in two places. Aquinas denies the consequent of this argu- 
ment? ; but I for my part am careless whether it be true or no. 
But I shall oppose against it this; If two bodies cannot be in 
one commensurate place, then one body cannot be in two places. 
Now concerning this, it is certain it implies a contradiction that 
two bodies should be in one place, or possess the place of another 
till that be cast forth: 


Quod nisi inania sint; qua possent corpora queque 

Transire, haud ulla fieri ratione videres*. 
And the great dispute between the scholars of Epicurus and the 
Peripatetics concerning vacuity was wholly upon this account. 
Epicurus saying there could be no motion unless the place were 
empty. All the other sects saying that it was enough that it was 
made empty by the coming of the new body; all agreeing that 
two bodies could not be together, 76 yap wAfpes dddvaroy eivar 
défacbar’ ci 8& SeLaTo Kal bvo év TH aiTt@ évdéxotTO, Kal dmdca ody 
da etvat cdparab. All agreed that two bodies could not be to- 
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gether, and that the first body must be thrust forth by the in- 
tromission of the second. 
Quz si non esset inane 

Non tam sollicito motu privata carerent, 

Quam genita omnino nullaratione fuissent, 

Undique materies quoniam stipata quiescet®. 
For the contrary says that two bodies are one. For the proper 
dimensions of a quantitative body are length, breadth, and thick- 
ness4: now the extension of the body in these dimensions is mea- 
sured by the place : for the place is nothing else but the measuring 
and limiting of the thing so measured and limited by these mea- 
sures and limitations of length, breadth, and thickness. Now 
if two bodies could be in one place, then they must both have 
one superficies, one length, one thickness ; and then either the 
other hath none, or they are but one body and not two, or else, 
though they be two bodies and have two superficies, yet these 
two superficies are but one: all which are contradictions. Bel- 
larmine says*, ‘that to be coextended to a place is separable from 
a magnitude or body, because it is a thing that is extrinsical and 
ce nsequent to the intrinsical extension of parts, and being later 
than it, is -by Divine power separable.” But this is as very a 
sophism as all the rest. For if whatever in nature is later than 
the substance be separable from it, then fire may be without heat, 
or water without moisturef; aman can be without time, for that 
also is in nature after his essence; and he may be without a 
faculty of will or understanding, or of affections, or of growing 
to his state, or being nourished ; and then he will be a strange 
man, who will neither have the power of will or understanding, 
of desiring or avoiding, of nourishment or growth, or any thing 
that can distinguish him from a beast, or a tree, or a stone. For 
these are all later than the essence, for they are essential emana- 
tions from it. Thus also quantity can be separated from a sub- 
stantial body, if every thing that is later than the form can be 
separated from it. And therefore nothing of this can be avoided 
by saying, to fill a place is an acts, but these other instances are 
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faculties and powers, and therefore the act may better be impeded 
by Divine power, the thing remaining the same, than by the abla- 
tion of faculties. This, I say, cannot justify the trick. 1. Because 
to be extended into parts is as much an act as to be in a place; 
and yet that is inseparable from magnitude, and so confessed by 
Bellarmine®. 2. To be in a place is not an act at all, any more 
than to be created, to be finite, to be limited ; and it was never 
yet heard of, that esse locatum or esse in loco was reducible to the 
predicament of action. 3. An act is no more separable than a 
faculty is, when the act is as essential as the faculty: now for a 
body to be in a place is as essential to a body as it is for a man 
to have understanding ; for this is confessed to be separable by 
Divine power', and the other cannot be more, it cannot be na- 
turally. 4. If to be in a place be an act, it is no otherwise an 
act than it is an act for a father actually to have a son, and 
therefore is no more separable this than that; and you may as 
well suppose a father and no child, as a body and no place. 
5. It is a false proposition to say, that place is extrinsical to a 
quantitative body; and it relies upon the definition Aristotle 
gives of it in the fourth book of his Physics, that “place is the 
superficies of the ambient body,” which is as absurd in nature 
as any thing can be imagined ; for then a stone in the bottom of 
a river did change his place (though it lie still) in every instant, 
because new water still washes it; and by this rule it is necessary 
(against Aristotle’s great grounds) that some quantitative bodies 
should not be in a place, or else that quantitative bodies were 
categorematically infinite. For either there is no end, but body 
incloses body for ever, or else the ultimate or outmost body is not 
inclosed by any thing, and so cannot be ina place. ‘To which 
add this, that if Epicurus his opinion were true, and that there 
were some spaces empty, which at least by a Divine power can 
become true, and he ean take the air out from the inclosure of 
four walls ; in this case, if you will suppose a man sitting in the 
midst of that room, either that man were in no place at all, which 
were infinitely absurd, or else (which indeed is true) cireumscrip- 
tion or superficies were not the essence of a place. Place there- 
fore is nothing but the space to which quantitative bodies have 
essential relation and finition; that, where they consist, and by 
which they are not infinite: and this is the definition of place 
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which S. Austin gives in his fourth book Exposit. of Genes. ad 
literam, chap. 8. 

30. God can do what he please, and he can reverse the laws 
of his whole creation, because he can change or annihilate every 
creature, or alter the manners and essences; but the question 
now is, what laws God hath already established, and whether or 
no essentials can be changed, the things remaining the same? 
that is, whether they can be the same, when they are not the 
same? He that says, God can give to a body all the essential 
properties of a spirit, says true, and confesses God’s omnipotency ; 
but he says also, that God can change a body from being a body 
to become a spirit; but if he says, that remaining a body it can 
receive the essentials of a spirit, he does not confess God’s omni- 
potency, but makes the article difficult to be believed, by making 
it not to work wisely and possibly. God can do all things; but 
are they undone when they are done! that is, are the things 
changed in their essentials, and yet remain the same? then how 
are they changed, and then what hath God done to them? 

31. But as to the particular question. To suppose a body not 
coextended to a place, is to suppose a man alive not coexistent 
to time; “to be in no place, and to be in no time, being alike 
possible :” and this intrinsical extension of parts is as insepar- 
able from the extrinsical, as an intrinsical duration is from time. 
Place and time being nothing but the essential manners of mate- 
rial complete substances, these cannot be supposed such as they 
are without time and place ; because quantitative bodies in their 
very formality suppose that; for place without body in it, is but 
a notion in logic, but when it is a reality it is a udi, and time is 
guando ; and a body supposed abstractedly from place is not 
real, but intentional, and in notion only, and is in the category 
of substance, but not of quantity. But it is a strange thing 
that we are put to prove the very principles of nature, and first 
rudiments of art, which are so plain that they can be under- 
stood naturally, but by all devices of the world cannot be made 
dubitable. 

32. But against all the evidence of essential and natural rea- 
son, some overtures of scripture must be pretended. For that 
two bodies can be in one place appears, because Christ came 
from his mother’s womb, it being closed; into the assembly of the 
apostles, the doors being shut ; out of the grave, the stone not 
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being rolled away ; and ascended into heaven, through the solid 
orbs of all the firmament. Concerning the first and the last the 
scripture speaks nothing, neither can any man tell whether the 
orbs of heaven be solid or fluid, or which way Christ went in. 
But of the heavens opening the scripture sometimes makes mention. 
And the prophet David spake in the Spirit, saying, Lift up your 
heads, O ye gates, and be ye lift up, ye everlasting doors, and the 
King of glory shall come in. The stone of the sepulchre was re- 
moved by an angel, so saith S.Matthew!. But why should it be 
supposed the angel rolled it away after Christ was risen; or if he 
did, why Christ did not remove it himself, (who loosed all the 
bands of death by which he was held,) and there leave it when 
he was risen? or if he had passed through and wrought a miracle, 
why it should not be told us, or why it should not remain as a 
testimony to the soldiers and Jews, and convince them the 
more, when they should see the body gone, and yet their seals 
unbroken ? or if it were not, how we should come to fancy it was 
so, I understand not; neither is there ground for it. There is 
only remaining that we account concerning Jesus his entering 
into the assembly of the apostles, the doors being shut: to this I 
answer, that this infers not a penetration of bodies, or that two 
bodies can be in one place. 1. Because there are so many ways 
of effecting it without that impossibility™. 2. The door might 
be made to yield to-his Creator, as easily as water, which is fluid, 
be made firm under his feet; for consistence or lability are not 
essential to wood and water. For water can naturally be made 
consistent, as when it is turned to ice; and wood, that can na- 
turally be petrified, can upon the efficiency of an equal agent be 
made thin, or labile, or inconsistent. %. This was done on the 
same day in which the sea yielded to the children of Irsael, that 
is, the seventh day after the passover ; and we may allow it to 
be a miracle, though it be no more than that of the waters, that 
is, as these were made consistent for a time: 

Suppositumque rotis solidum mare. 
So the doors apt to yield to a solid body : 

possint namque omnia reddi 
Mollia, que fiant, aér, aqua, terra, vapores 
Quo pacto fiant et qua vi cunque gerantur. 
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4, How easy was it for Christ to pass his body through the pores 
of it, and the natural apertures, if he were pleased to unite 
them, and thrust the matter into a greater consolidation?! 5.Wood, 
being reduced to ashes, possesses but a little room; that is, the 
crass impenetrable parts are but few, the other apt for cession, 
which could easily be disposed by God as he pleased. 6. The 
words in the text are xexAciopevor Tov OvpGv in the past tense, 
the gates or doors having been shut ; but that they were shut in 
the instant of his entry, it says not; they might, if Christ had 
so pleased,-have been insensibly opened, and shut in like manner 
again; and if the words be observed, it will appear that S. John® 
mentioned the shutting the doors in relation to the apostles’ fear, 
not to Christ’s entering: he intended not (so far as appears) to 
declare a miracle. 7. But if he had, there are ways enough for 
him to have entered strangely, though he had not entered im- 
possibly. Vain therefore is the fancy of those men who think a 
weak conjecture able to contest against a perfect, natural impos- 
‘sibility. For when a thing can be done without a penetration 
of dimensions, and yet by a power great enough to beget admi- 
ration, though without contesting against the unalterable laws 
of nature, to dream it must be this way, is to challenge confi- 
dently, but to be careless of our warrant ; I conclude, that it 
hath never yet been known that two bodies ever were at once in 
one place. 

33. I find but one objection more pretended, and that is, that 
place is not essential to bodies: because the utmost heaven is a 
body, and yet is not in a place; because it hath nothing without 
it that can cireumseribe it. To this I have already answered in 
the confutation of Aristotle’s definition of a placee. But besides, 
I answer, that what the utmost heaven is, our philosophy cannot 
tell or guess at; but it is certain, that beyond any thing that 
philosophy ever dreamed of, there are bodies: for Christ ts 
ascended far above all heavens; and therefore to say it is not ina 
place, or that there is not a place where Christ's body is, is a 
ridiculous absurdity. But if there be places.for bodies above the 
highest heavens, then the highest heaven also is in a place, or 
may be for ought any thing pretended against it. In my Father’s 
house are many mansions, said Christ, many places of abode; and 
it is highly probable, that that pavement where the bodies of 
saints shall tread to eternal ages is circumscribed, though by 
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something we understand not. Many things more might be 
said to this. But I am sorry that the series of a discourse must 
be interrupted with such trifling considerations. 

34. The sum is this: As Psubstances cannot subsist without 
the manner of substances, no more can accidents without the 
manner of accidents, quantities after the manner of quantities, 
qualities as qualities; for to separate that from either by which 
we distinguish them from each other, is to separate that from 
them by which we understand them to be themselves. And four 
may as well cease to be four, and be reduced to unity, as a line 
cease to be a line, and a body a body, and a place a place, and 
a quantum or extensum to be extended in his own kind of quan- 
tity or extension: and if a man had talked otherwise, till this 
new device arose, all sects of philosophers of the world would 
have thought him mad; and I may here use the words of Cotta 
in Cicero, 1. 1. de Natura Deorum ; Corpus quid sit, sanguis quid 
sit, intelligo; quasi corpus et quasi sanguis quid sit, nullo prorsus 
modo intelligo. But concerning the nature of bodies and quanti- 
ties, these may suffice in general. For if I should descend to 
particulars, and insist upon them, I could cloy the reader with 
variety of one dish. 

35. Tenthly. By this doctrine of transubstantiation the same 
thing is bigger and less than itself: for it is bigger in one host 
than in another ; for the wafer is Christ’s body, and yet one wafer 
is bigger than another : therefore Christ's body is bigger than it- 
self. The same thing is above itself and below itself, within itself 
and without itself: it stands wholly upon his own right side, 
and wholly at the same time upon his own left side; it is as very 
a body as that which is most divisible, and yet it is as indivisible 
as a spirit; and it is not a spirit but a body, and yet a body is 
no way separated from a spirit, but by being divisible. It is a 
perfect body, in which the feet are further from the head than 
the head from the breast, and yet there is no space between 
head and feet at all; so that the parts are further off and 
nearer, without any distance at all; being further and not fur- 
ther, distant and yet in every point. By this also here is mag- 
nitude without extension of parts; for if it be essential to mag- 
nitude to have partem extra partem, that is, parts distinguished, 
and severally sited, then where one part is, there another is not, 
and therefore the whole body of Christ is not in every part of 
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the consecrated wafer; and yet if it be not, then it must be 
broken into parts when the wafer is broken, and then it must 
fill his place by parts. But then it will not be possible that a 
bigger body, with the conditions of a body, should be contained 
in a thing less than itself, that a man may throw the house out 
at the windows: and if it be impossible that a magnitude should 
be in a point, and yet Christ’s body be a magnitude, and yet in 
a point, then the same thing is in a point and not in a point, 
extended and not extended, great and not divisible, a quantity 
without dimension, something and nothing. By this doctrine 
the same thing lies still and yet moves, it stays in a place and 
goes away from it, it removes from itself and yet abides close by 
itself, and in itself and out of itself; it is removed and yet cannot 
be moved, broken and cannot be divided; passes from east to 
west through a middle place, and yet stirs not. It is brought 
from heaven to earth, and yet is nowhere in the way, nor ever 
stirs out of heaven. It ceases to be where it was, and yet does 
not stir from thence, nor yet cease to be at all. It is removed 
at the motion of the accidents, and yet does not fall when the 
host falls: it changes its place but falls not, and yet the chang- 
ing of place was by falling. 4It supposes a body of Christ which 
was made of bread, that is, “not born of the Virgin Mary ;” "it 
says that Christ’s body is there without power of moving, or 
seeing, or hearing, or understanding, he can neither remember 
nor foresee, save himself from robbers or vermin, corruption or 
rottenness ; ‘it makes that which was raised in power to be again 
sown in weakness; it gives to it the attribute of an idol, to have 
eyes and see not, ears and hear not, a nose and not to smell, feet and 
ye cannot walk. It makes a thing contained bigger than the 
continent, and all Christ’s body to go into a part of his body; 
his whole head into his own mouth, if he did eat the eucharist, 
as it is probable he did, and certain that he might have done. 
These are the certain consequents of this most unreasonable 
doctrine, in relation to motion and quantity. I need not in- 
stance in those collateral absurdities which are appendant to 
some of the foregoing particulars; as how it should be credible 
that Christ in his sumption of the last supper should eat his own 
flesh ; odd&y yap éavrd émddyerat, GAAG Tov éfwOEv Tt, said Simpli- 
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cius'; nothing can receive itself, nothing can really participate 
of itself, and properly ; figuratively and sacramentally this may 
be done, but not in a natural and physical sense; for as S. Cyril 
of Alexandria argues’; Si vere idem est quod participat et quod 
participatur, quid opus est participatione ? What need he partake 
of himself? what need he receive a part of that which he is 
already whole? and if the partaker and the thing partaken be 
naturally the same, then the sacrament did as much eat Christ, 
as Christ did eat the sacrament. It would also follow from 
hence, that the soul of Christ should enter into his body, though 
it were there before it entered; and yet it would now be there 
twice at the same time; for it is but one soul, and yet enters 
after it is there, it never having gone forth. Nay further yet, 
upon supposition that Christ did eat the sacrament, as it is most 
likely he did, and we are sure he might have done, then the soul 
of Christ, which certainly went along with his body, which surely 
was then alive, should be in his body in two contrary and incom- 
patible manners; by one of which he does operate freely, and 
exercise all the actions of life, by the other he exercises none; 
by one he is visible, by the other invisible; by one movable, by 
the other immovable ; by one after the manner of a body, by the 
other after the manner of a spirit. The one of these being evi- 
dent in itself, the other by their own affirmation. But these are 
by the by; there are whole categories of fond and impossible 
consequents from this doctrine. 

36. Eleventhly. But if I should also consider the change of 
consecration, i. e. the conversion of bread into Christ’s body, and 
their rare stratagems and devices in ridiculous affirmatives and 
negatives as to that particular, it would afford a new heap of 
matter. 

37. For this conversion is not generation, it is not corruption, 
it is not creation, because Christ’s body already is, and cannot 
be produced again; it is not after the manner of natural con- 
versions, it differs from the supernatural: there is no change of 
one form into another", the same first matter does not remain 
under several forms, first of bread, then of Christ’s body. It is 
turned into the substance of Christ’s body, and yet nothing of 
the bread becomes any thing of the body of Christ. It is turned 
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into Christ, and yet it is turned into nothing, the substance is 
not annihilated, (for then it were not turned into Christ's body,) 
and yet it is annihilated or turned to nothing, for it does not 
become Christ’s body ; it is determined upon Christ's body, and 
yet does not become it, though it be changed into it: for if 
bread could become Christ’s body, then bread could receive a 
greater honour than any of the servants of Christ; for it could 
be glorified with the biggest glorification, it would be exalted 
far above all angels, bread should reign for ever, and be king of 
all the world, which are honours not communicable to mere man, 
and by no change can be wrought upon him: and if they may 
upon bread, then bread is exalted higher than the sons of men; 
and yet so it is if it be naturally and substantially changed into 
the body of Christ. I cannot insist upon any thing of this, the 
absurdity being so vast, the labour would be as great as need- 
less: only I shall transcribe part of a disputation by which Ter- 
tullian proves the resurrection of our bodies by such words which 
do certainly confute the Roman fancies of transubstantiation. 
Cap. 55. de Resurrectione Carnis; Discernenda est autem demutatio 
ab omni argumento perditionis, &c.; “ Change must be distin- 
guished from perdition. But they are not distinguished if the 
flesh be so changed that it perishes. As that which is lost is 
not changed, so that which is changed is not lost or perished. 
For it suffered change, not perdition; for to perish is wholly 
not to be that which it was; but to be changed is only to be 
otherwise ; moreover while it is otherwise, it can be the same 
thing, or itself: for it hath his being which did not perish.” 
Now how it is possible that these words should be reconciled 
with transubstantiation, in which they affirm the bread to be 
changed, and yet totally to have perished, that is, that nothing 
of it remains, neither matter nor form, it concerns them to take 
care; for my part I am satisfied that it is impossible; and I 
choose to follow the philosophy of Tertullian, by which he fairly 
confirms the article of the resurrection, rather than the im- 
possible speculations of these men, which render all notices of 
men to be mere deceptions, and all articles of faith in many 
things uncertain; and nothing to be certain but that which is 
impossible. This consideration so moved Durand+, and their 
doctor Fundatissimus Egidius Romanusy, that they thought to 
change the word transubstantiation, and instead of it that they 
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were obliged to use the word of transformation simply, affirming 
that other to be unintelligible. But I proceed. By this doctrine 
Christ’s body is there where it was not before, and yet not by 
change of place; for it descends not: nor by production; for it 
was produced before: nor by natural mutation; for Christ him- 
self is wholly immutable: and though the bread be mutable, it 
can never become Christ. That which is now, and was always, 
begins to be, and yet it cannot begin, which was so long before. 
And by this doctrine is affirmed that which even themselves 
judge to be simply and absolutely impossible. For if after a 
thing hath his being, and during the first being it shall have 
every day many new beginnings, without multiplying the beings, 
then the same thing is under two times at the same time; it is 
but a day old, and yet was six days ago, and six ages, and six- 
teen. The body of Christ obtains to be what it was not before, 
and yet it is wholly the same without becoming what it was not. 
It obtains to be under the form of bread, and that which it is 
now and was not before, is neither perfective of his being, nor 
destructive, nor alterative, nor augmentative, nor diminutive, 
nor conservative. It is as it were a production, as it were a 
creation, as a conservation, as an adduction; that is, it is as it 
were just nothing ; for it is not a creation, not a generation, not 
an adduction, not a conservation. It is not a conversion pro- 
ductive; for no new individual is produced. It is not a con- 
version conservative; that is a child of Bellarmine’s: but it is 
perfect nonsense; for it is, as he says, a conversion, in which 
both the terms remain in the same place; that is, in which 
there are two things not converted, but not one that is: but it 
is a thing of which there never was any example. But then, if 
we ask what conversion it is, after a great many fancies and 
devices, contradicting each other, at last it is found to be ad- 
ductive, and yet that adductive does not change the place, but 
signifies a substantial change; and yet adduction is no sub- 
stantial change, but accidental; and yet this change is not acci- 
dental, but adductive and substantial. O rem ridiculam, Cato, et 
jocosam! It is a succession, not a conversion and transubstan- 
tiation; for it is corpus ex pane confectum, “a body made of 
bread,” and yet it was mace before the bread was made : but it 
is made of it as day of night, not tanquam ex materia, but tan- 
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quam ex termino, ‘not as of matter, but as of a term,” from 
whence, say they, but that it is, a direct motion or succession, 
not a substantial change. For that I may use the words of 
Faventinus>:; “ What is the formal term of this action of tran- 
substantiation or conversion? Not the body of Christ; for that 
is the material term.” The formal term is, that Christ’s body 
should be contained under the species of bread and wine: hoc 
autem totum est accidentale et nihil addit in re nisi presentiam 
realem sub speciebus. But all this is accidental, and nothing real, 
but that he becomes present there. For since the body of Christ 
relates to the accidents only accidentally, it cannot in respect of 
them have any substantial manner of being, different from that 
which it had before it was eucharistical. And it is no otherwise 
than if water on the ground were annihilated, or removed, or 
corrupted, and some secret way changed from thence, and in the 
place of it snow should descend from heaven, or honey, or manna, 
it were hard to call this conversion or transubstantiation: just 
as if we should say, that Augustus Caesar was converted into his 
successor Tiberius, and Moses into Joshua, and Elias into Elisha, 
or the sentinel is substantially changed into him that relieves 
him. 

38. Twelfthly. Lastly, if we consider the changes that are 
incident to the accidents of bread and wine, they would afford 
us another heap of incommodities: for besides that accidents 
cannot subsist without their proper subjects, and much less can 
they become the subjects of other accidents‘, for what they 
cannot be to themselves they cannot be to others, in matter of 
supply and subsistence; it being a contradiction to say insub- 
sistent subsistencies; besides this, I say, if Christ’s body be not 
invested with these accidents, how do they represent it, or to 
what purpose do they remain? If they be the investiture of 
Christ’s body, then the body is changed, by the mutation of the 
accidents. But however, I would fain know whether an acci- 
dent can be sour or be burnt, as Hesychius¢ affirms they used 
in Jerusalem to do to the relies of the holy sacrament ; or can 
accidents make a man drunk, as Aquinas supposes the sacra- 
mental wine did the Corinthians, of whom S. Paul Says, one is 
hungry and another is drunken? 1 am sure if it can, it is not the 
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blood of Christ ; for Mr. Bland’s argument in queen Mary’s time 
concluded well in this instance. That which is in the chalice 
can make a man drunk; but Christ’s blood cannot make a man 
drunk: therefore that which is in the chalice is not Christ's 
blood. To avoid this, they must answer to the major, and say 
that it does not supponere universaliter, for every thing in the 
chalice does not make a man drunk, for in it there are accidents 
of bread, and the body besides, and they do inebriate, not this; 
that is to say, a man may be drunk with colour¢, and quantity, 
and a smell, when there is nothing that smellsf; for indeed if 
there were a substance to be smelt, it might; but that accidents 
ean do it alone, is not to be supposed; unless God should work 
a miracle to make a man drunk, which to say, I think, were 
blasphemy. But again, can an accidental form killa man? But 
the young emperor of the house of Luxemburgh was poisoned 
by a consecrated wafer; and pope Victor III. had like to have 
been; and the archbishop of York was poisoned by the chalice, 
say Matthew Paris and Malmesbury. And if the body be acci- 
dentally moved at the motion of accidents, then by the same 
reason it may accidentally become mouldy, or sour, or poisonous ; 
which methinks to all Christian ears should strike horror to hear 
it spoken. I will not heap up more instances of the same kind 
of absurdities and horrid consequences of this doctrine: or con- 
sider how a man or a mouse can live upon the consecrated 
wafers, (as Aimonius tells that Lewis the Fair did for forty days 
together live upon the sacrament, and a Jew or a Turk could 
live on it without a miracle, if he had enough of it,) and yet 
cannot live upon accidents; it being a certain rule in philosophy, 
ex visdem nutriuntur mixta ex quibus fiunt; and a man may as 
well be made of accidents, and be no substance, as well as be 
nourished by accidents without substance : neither will I inquire 
how it is possible that we should eat Christ's body without 
touching it; or how we can be said to touch Christ’s body, 
when we only touch and taste the accidents of bread; or lastly, 
how we can touch the accidents of bread without the substance, 
so to do being impossible in nature. 
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Tangere enim et tangi, nisi corpus, nulla potest res, 

said Lucretius: and from him Tertullian, in his fifth chapter 
of his book de Anima. These, and divers other particulars, I 
will not insist upon: but instead of them, I argue thus from their 
own grounds: If Christ be properly said to be touched, and to be 
eaten, because the accidents are so, then by the same reason he 
may be properly made hot, or cold, or mouldy, or dry, or wet, or 
venomous, by the proportionable mutation of accidents : if Christ 
be not properly taken and manducated, to what purpose is he 
properly there? so that on either hand there is a snare. But it 
is time to be weary of all this, and inquire after the doctrine 
of the church in this great question; for thither at last with 
some seeming confidence they do appeal. Thither therefore we 
will follow. 


SECTION XII. 
Transubstantiation was not the Doctrine of the primitive Church. 


Concernine this topic, or head of argument, I have some things 
to premise. 

1. First. In this question it is not necessary that I bring a 
catalogue of all the ancient writers; for, although to prove the 
doctrine of transubstantiation to be catholic, it is necessary by 
Vincentius Lirinensis his rules, and by the nature of the thing, 
that they should all agree ; yet to shew it not to have been the 
established, resolved doctrine of the primitive church, this dxp(- 
Bea is not necessary. Because, although no argument can prove 
it catholic, but a consent; yet if some, as learned, as holy, as 
orthodox, do dissent, it is enough to prove it not to be catholic. 
As a proposition is not universal, if there be one, or three, or 
ten exceptions; but to make it universal, it must be card tavrés, 
it must take in all. 

2. Secondly. None of the Fathers speak words exclusive of 
our way, because our way contains a spiritual sense ; which to 
be true our adversaries deny not, but say it is not sufficient, 
but there ought to be more. But their words do often exclude 
the way of the church of Rome, and are not so capable of an 
answer for them. 

3. Thirdly. When the saying of a Father is brought, out of 
which his sense is to be drawn by argument and discourse, by 
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two or three remote, uneasy consequences; I do not think it fit 
to take notice of those words, either for or against us: because 
then his meaning is as obscure as the article itself ; and therefore 
he is not fit to be brought in interpretation of it. And the 
same also is the case when the words are brought by both sides, 
for then it is a shrewd sign the doctor is not well to be under- 
stood, or that he is not fit in those words to be an umpire; and 
of this cardinal Perron is a great example, who spends a volume 
in folio to prove S. Austin to be of their side in this article, or 
rather not to be against them. 

4, Fourthly All those testimonies of Fathers which are as 
general, indefinite, and unexpounded as the words of scripture 
which are in question, must in this question pass for nothing ; 
and therefore when the Fathers say, that in the sacrament is 
“the body and blood of Christ,” that “ there is the body of our 
Lord,” that before consecration it is Auros dpros, “mere bread,” 
but after consecration it is “ verily the body of Christ, truly his 
flesh, truly his blood ;” these and the like sayings are no more 
than the words of Christ, This ts my body, and are only true in 
the same sense of which I have all this while been giving an 
account ; that is, by a change of condition, of sanctification, and 
usage. We believe that after consecration and blessing, it is 
“really Christ’s body, which is verily and indeed taken of the 
faithful in the Lord’s supper ;” and upon this account we shall 
find that many, very many of the authorities of the Fathers, 
commonly alleged by the Roman doctors in this question, will 
come to nothing. For we speak their sense, and in their own 
words the church of England expressing this mystery frequently 
in the same forms of words! ; and we are so certain that to eat 
Christ’s body spiritually is to eat him really, that there is no other 
way for him to be eaten really than by spiritual manducation. 

5. Fifthly. When the Fathers in this question speak of the 
change of the symbols in the holy sacrament, they sometimes 
use the words of peraBorn, perappvOuiors, peTacKEVacMos, METACTOL- 
xelwous, peramoinots, in the Greek church*: conversion, mutation, 
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transition, migration, transfiguration, and the like in the Latin ; 
but they by these do understand accidental and sacramental con- 
versions, not proper, natural, and substantial. Concerning which, 
although I might refer the reader to see it highly verified in 
David Blondel’s familiar elucidations of the eucharistical contro- 
versy®; yet a shorter course [ can take to warrant it, without 
my trouble or his; and that is, by the confession of a Jesuit, 
and of no mean fame or learning amongst them. The words 
of Suarez, whom I mean, are theseh; Licet antiqui PP. &e. 
“ Although the ancient Fathers have used divers names, yet all 
they are either general, as the names of conversion, mutation, 
transition ; or else they are more accommodated to an accidental 
change, as the name of transfiguration, and the like: only the 
name of transelementation, which Theophylact did use, seems to 
approach nearer to signify the propriety of this mystery, because 
it signifies a change even of the first elements ; yet that word is 
harder, and not sufficiently accommodate: for it may signify the 
resolution of one element into another, or the resolution of a 
mixed body into the elements.” He might have added another 
sense of petacrowyelwots, or transelementation ; for Theophylacti 
uses the same word to express the change of our bodies to the 
state of incorruption, and the change that is made in the faithful 
when they are united unto Christ. But Suarez proceeds: “ But 
transubstantiation does most properly and appositely signify the 
passage and conversion of the whole substance into the whole 
substance.” So that by this discourse we are quitted and made 
free from the pressure of all those authorities of the Fathers 
which speak of the “ mutation, conversion, transition, or passage, 
or transelementation, transfiguration, and the like,” of the bread 
into the body of Christ: these do or may only signify an acci- 
dental change, and come not home to their purpose of transub- 
stantiation ; and it is as if Suarez had said, “* The words which 
the Fathers use in this question make not for us, and therefore 
we have made a new word for ourselves, and obtruded it upon 
all the world.” But against it, I shall only object an observa- 
tion of Bellarmine, that is not ill‘: “The liberty of new words 
is dangerous in the church, because out of new words, by little 


and little, new things arise, while it is lawful to coin new words 
in divine affairs.” 
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6. Sixthly. To which I add this, that if all the Fathers had 
more unitedly affirmed the conversion of the bread into Christ’s 
body than they have done, and had not explicated their mean- 
ing as they have done indeed, yet this word would so little have 
helped the Roman cause, that it would directly have overthrown 
it. For in their transubstantiation there is no conversion of one 
thing into another, but a local succession of Christ’s body into 
the place of bread. A change of the ubi was not used to be 
called a substantial conversion. But they understood nothing 
of our present dxpiSea; they were not used to such curious 
nothings, and intricate falsehoods, and artificial nonsense, with 
which the Roman doctors trouble the world in this question. 
But they spake wholly another thing, and either they did affirm 
a substantial change or they did not; if they did not, then it 
makes nothing for them or against us. But if they did mean 
a proper substantial change, then, for so much as it comes to, 
it makes against us, but not for them; for they must mean a 
change of one substance into another, by conversion or a change 
of substances, by substitution of one in the place of another. If 
they meant the latter, then it was no conversion of one into 
another; and then they expressed not what they meant; for 
conversion, which was their word, could signify nothing of that: 
but if they meant the change of substance into substance, pro- 
perly by conversion, then they have confuted the present doc- 
trine of transubstantiation; which though they call a substantial 
change, yet an accident is the terminus mutationis, that is, it is 
by their explication of it wholly an accidental change, as I have 
before discoursed!; for nothing is produced but ubiquity or pre- 
sentiality, that is, it is only made present where it was not be- 
fore. And it is to be observed, that there is a vast difference 
between conversion and transubstantiation ; the first is not de- 
nied; meaning by it a change of use, of condition, of sanctafi- 
cation; as a table is changed into.an altar; a house into a 
church; a man into a priest; Matthias into an apostle; the 
water of the river into the laver of regeneration ; but this is not 
any thing of transubstantiation. For in this new device there 
are three strange affirmatives, of which the Fathers never dreamt. 
1. That the natural being of bread is wholly ceased, and is not at 
all, neither the matter nor the form. 2. That the accidents of 
bread and wine remain without a subject, their proper subject 
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being annihilated, and they not subjected in the holy body. 
3. That the body of Christ is brought into the place of the 
bread, which is not changed into it, but succeeded by it. These 
are the constituent propositions of transubstantiation, without 
the prcof of which all the affirmations of conversion signify no- 
thing to their purpose or against ours. a 

%. Seventhly. When the Fathers use the word nature in this 
question, sometimes saying the nature is changed, sometimes that 
the nature remains, it is evident that they either contradicted 
each other, or that the word nature hath amongst them diverse 
significations. Now in order to this, | suppose, if men will be 
determined by the reasonableness of the things themselves, and 
the usual manners of speech, and not by prejudices, and prepos- 
sessions, it will be evident that when they speak of the change of 
nature, saying that bread changes its nature, it may be under- 
stood of an accidental change; for that the word nature is used 
for a change of accidents, is by the Roman doctors contended 
for, when it is to serve their turns, (particularly in their answer 
to the words of pope Gelasius,) and it is evident in the thing ; 
for we say, a man of a good nature, that is, of a loving disposi- 
tion. It is natural to me to love or hate this or that ; and it is 
against my nature, that is, my custom or my affection. But then, 
as it may signify accidents, and a natural change may yet be ac- 
cidental, as when water is changed into ice, wine into vinegar ; 
yet it is also certain that nature may mean substance: and if it 
ean by the analogy of the place, or the circumstances of speech, 
or by any thing be declared, when it is that they mean a substance 
by using the word nature; it must be certain, that then substance 
is meant when the word nature is used distinctly from and in 
opposition to accidents ; or when it is explicated by and in con- 
junction with substance ; which observation is reducible to 
practice, in the following testimonies of Theodoret, Gelasius, 
and others ; Jmmortalitatem dedit, naturam non abstulit, says 
S. Austin™. 

8. Eighthly. So also, whatsoever words are used by the an- 
cient doctors seemingly affirmative of a substantial change, 
cannot serve their interest that now most desire it; because 
themselves being pressed with the words of natura and substan- 
ta against them, answer, that the Fathers, using these words, 
mean them not voids, but Geodoyixds, not naturally but theo- 
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logically ; that is, as I suppose, not properly but sacramentally : 
by the same account, when they speak of the change of the bread 
into the substance of Christ’s body, they may mean the change 
of substance, not naturally, but sacramentally; so that this ought 
to invalidate the greatest testimony which can be alleged by them; 
because themselves have taken from the words that sense which 
only must have done them advantage; for if substantia and natura 
always mean naturally, then their sentence is oftentimes posi- 
tively condemned by the Fathers: if this may mean sacramentally, 
then they can never, without a just answer, pretend from their 
words to prove a natural, substantial change. 

9. Ninthly. But that the words of the Fathers in their most 
hyperbolical expressions ought to be expounded sacramentally 
and mystically, we have sufficient warrant from themselves, af- 
firming frequently that the name of the thing signified is given 
to the sign. S. Cyprian" affirms ut stgneficantia et significata 
eisdem vocabulis censeantur, the same words represent the sign 
and the thing signified. The same is affirmed by S. Austin®, 
in his epistle ad Bonifacium. Now upon this declaration of 
themselves, and of scripture, whatsoever attributes either of 
them give to bread after consecration, we are by themselves 
warranted against the force of the words by a metaphorical 
sense; for if they call the sign by the name of the thing signi- 
fied, and the thing intended is called by the name of a figure, 
and the figure by the name of the thing, then no affirmative of 
the Fathers can conclude against them, that have reason to 
believe the sense of the words of institution to be figurative ; 
for their answer is ready ; the Fathers and the scriptures too 
call the figure by the name of the thing figurated; the bread 
by the name of flesh, or the body of Christ, which it figures and 
represents. 

10. Tenthly. The Fathers, in their alleged testimonies, speak 
more than is allowed to be literally and properly true, by either 
side, and therefore declare and force an understanding of their 
words different from the Roman pretension. Such are the words 
of S. Chrysostom? : ‘* Thou seest him, thou touchest him, thou 
eatest him, and thy tongue is made bloody by this admirable 
blood ; thy teeth are fastened in his flesh, thy teeth are made 
red with his blood :” and the author of the book de Cama Do- 
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mini, attributed to S. Cyprian; Cruci heremus, &c.; “We stick 
close to the cross, we suck his blood, and fasten our tongue be- 
tween the very wounds of our Redeemer :” and under this head 
may be reduced very many other testimonies. Now how far these 
go beyond the just, positive limit, it will be in the power of any 
man to say, and to take into this account, as many as he please, 
even all that go beyond his own sense and opinion, without all 
possibility of being confuted. 

11. Eleventhly. In vain will it be for any of the Roman doe- 
tors to allege the words of the Fathers proving the conversion 
of bread into Christ’s body or flesh, and of the wine into his 
blood ; since they say the same thing of us, that “ we also are 
turned into Christ’s flesh and body and blood.” So S. Chrysos- 
tom’; “ He reduces us into the same mass or lump, neque zd 
Jide solum sed reipsa; and in very deed makes us to be his body.” 
So pope Leo; Ju mystica distributione spiritualis alimonie, hoe 
impartitur et sumitur, ut accipientes virtutem ceelestis cibt in car- 
nem ipsius, qui caro nostra factus est, transeamus. And in his 
24th sermon of the Passion, Non alia igitur participatio corporis, 
quam ut in 1d quod sumimus transeamus ; ‘‘ There is no other 
participation of the body than that we should pass into that 
which we receive. In the mystical distribution of the spiritual 
nourishment this is given and taken, that we receiving the virtue 
of the heavenly food, may pass into his flesh who became our 
flesh.” And Rabanus' makes the analogy fit to this question : 
Stcut ilud in nos convertitur dum id manducamus et bibimus : 
sic et nos in corpus Christi convertimur dum obedienter, et pie 
vivimus ; “ As that, Christ’s body, is converted into us while 
we eat it and drink it, so are we converted into the body 
of Christ while we live obediently and piously ” So Gregory 
Nyssens ; 16 d0avardy cGua év TG dvadafdvre adrd yuvduevov mpds 
Thy éavtod piow Kal rd wav peretoinoev; “ The immortal body 
being in the receiver, changes him wholly into his own nature ;” 
and Theophylact useth the same word; “He that eateth me 
liveth by me, whilst he is in a certain manner mingled with me, 
is transelementated, weramouetras, or changed into me.” Now let 
men of all sides do reason, and let one expound the other, and 
it will easily be granted, that as we are turned into Christ’s body, 
so is that into us, and so is the bread into that. 
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12. Twelfthly. Whatsoever the Fathers speak of this, they 
affirm the same also of the other sacrament, and of the sacra- 
mentals or rituals of the church. It is a known similitude used 
by S. Cyril of Alexandria: “ As the bread of the eucharist after 
the invocation of the Holy Ghost is no longer common bread, 
but it is the body of Christ; so this holy unguent is no longer 
mere and common ointment, but it is xdpicwa Xpiorod, the grace 
of Christ, (ypfoua Xpicrod it uses to be mistaken, the chrism for 
the grace or gift of Christ,) and yet this is not spoken properly, 
as is apparent; but it is in this as in the eucharist, so says the 
comparison. Thus S. Chrysostom says, that “the table or altar 
is as the manger in which Christ was laid ;” that “ the priest is 
a seraphim, and his hands are the tongs taking the coal from the 
altar.” But that which I instance in is, that, 1, they say “ that 
they that hear the word of Christ eat the flesh of Christ ;” of 
which I have already given account in sect. 3. num. 10, &c. As 
hearing is eating, as the word is his flesh, so is the bread after 
consecration in a spiritual sense. 2. That which comes most 
fully home to this is their affirmative concerning baptism, to the 
same purposes, and in many of the same expressions which they 
use in this other sacrament. S.Ambroset, speaking of the bap- 
tismal waters, affirms, naturam mutari per benedictionem, ‘ the 
nature of them is thanged by blessing ;” and S. Cyril of Alexan- 
dria® saith, “‘ By the operation of the Holy Spirit the waters are 
reformed to a Divine nature, by which the baptized cleanse their 
body.” For in these, the ground of all their great expressions is 
that which S. Ambrose expressed in these words: Non agnosco 
usum nature, nullus est hic nature ordo, ubi est excellentia gratia ; 
‘“Where grace is the chief ingredient, there the use and the 
order of nature is not at all considered.” But this whole mystery 
is most clear in S. Austin*, affirming, that “we are made par- 
takers of the body and blood of Christ, when in baptism we are 
made members of Christ; and are not estranged from the fellow- 
ship of that bread and chalice, although we die before we eat 
that bread and drink that cup.” Tingimur in passione Domins ; 
“We are baptized into the passion of our Lord,” says Ter- 
tulliany; into the death of Christ, saith S. Paul; for by both 
sacraments we shew the Lord’s death. 
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13. Thirteenthly. Upon the account of these premisses we 
may be secured against all the objections, or the greatest part 
of those testimonies from antiquity, which are pretended for 
transubstantiation; for either they speak that which we ac- 
knowledge, or that 2 is Christ's body, that it is not common bread, 
that it is a Divine thing, that we cat Christ's flesh, that we drink 
his blood, and the like; all which we acknowledge and explicate, 
as we do the words of institution: or else they speak more than 
both sides allow to be literally true; or speak as great things of 
other mysteries which must not, cannot be expounded literally ; 
that is, they speak more, or less, or diverse from them, or the 
same with us: and I think there is hardly one testimony in 
Bellarmine, in Coccius, and Perron, that is pertinent to this 
question, but may be made invalid by one or more of the former 
considerations. But of those, if there be any, of which there 
may be a material doubt, beyond the cure of these observations, 
I shall give particular account in the sequel. 

14. But then for the testimonies which I shall allege against 
the Roman doctrine in this article, they will not be so easily 
avoided. 1. Because many of them are not only affirmative in 
the spiritual sense, but exclusive of the natural and proper. 
2. Because it is easy to suppose they may speak hyperboles, but 
never that which would undervalue the blessed sacrament: for 
an hyperbole is usual, not a pefwors, or the lessening a mystery ; 
that may be true, this never; that may be capable of fair inter- 
pretations, /his can admit of none; that may breed reverence, 
this contempt. To which I add this, that the heathens, slander- 
ing the Christians to be worshippers of Ceres or Liber, because 
of the holy bread and chalice, (as appears in S. Austin’s 20th 
book and 13th chapter against Faustus the Manichee,) had 
reason to advance the reputation of sacramental signs to be 
above common bread and wine, not only so to explicate the 
truth of the mystery, but to stop the mouth of their calumny: 
and therefore for higher expressions there might be cause, but 
not such cause for any lower than the severest truth; and yet 
let_ me observe this by the way: S. Austin answered only thus: 
‘We are far from doing so,” Quamvis panis et calicis sacramentum 
ritu nostro amplectamur S. Austin might have further removed 
the calumny, if he had been of the Roman persuasion, who adore 
not the bread, not eat it at all in their synaxes until it be no 
bread, but changed into the body of our Lord. But he knew 
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nothing of that. Neither was there ever any scandal of Christ- 
ians upon any mistake that could be a probable excuse for them 
to lessen their expressions in the matter eucharistical. Indeed, 
Mr. Brerely hath got an ignorant fancy by the end, which T am 
now to note and wipe off. He says that the primitive Christians 
were scandalized by the heathen to be eaters of the flesh of a 
child, which in all reason must be occasioned by their doctrine 
of the manducation of Christ’s flesh in the sacrament; and if 
this be true, then we may suspect that they, to wipe off this 
scandal, might remove their doctrine as far from the objection 
as they could, and therefore might use some lessening expres- 
sions. To this I answer, that the occasions of the report were 
the sects of the Gnostics and the Peputians. The Gnosties, as 
Epiphanius reports, bruised a new-born infant in a mortar, and 
all of them did communicate by eating portions of it; and the 
Montanists, having sprinkled a little child with meal, let him 
blood, and of that made their eucharistical bread: and these 
stories the Jews published to disrepute, if they could, the whole 
religion; but nothing of this related to the doctrine of the 
Christian eucharist, though the bell always must tinkle as they 
are pleased to think. But this turned to advantage of the truth, 
and to the clearing of this article; for when the scandal got foot 
and run abroad, the heathens spared not to call the Christians 
cannibals, and to impute to them anthropophagy. or the devour- 
ing human flesh, and that they made Thyestes’ feast, who by the 
procurement of Atreus eat his own children. Against this the 
Christian apologists betook themselves to a defence. Justin 
Martyr says, the false devils had set on work some vile persons 
to kill some one or other, to give colour to the report. Athena- 
goras‘, in a high defiance of the infamy, asks, “ Do you think we 
are murderers? for there is no way to eat man’s flesh, unless we 
first kill him.” Octavius, in Minutius Felix, confutes it upon 
this account: “ We do not receive the blood of beasts into our 
food or beverage; therefore we are infinitely distant from drink- 
ing man’s blood.” And this same, Tertullian, in his Apologetic®, 
presses further, affirming, that “to discover Christians, they 
used to offer them a black pudding, or something in which blood 
remained ;” and they chose rather to die than to do it: and of 
this we may see instances in the story of Sanctus and Blandina 
in the ecclesiastical histories. Concerning which, it is remark- 
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able what CEicumenius, in his Catena upon the second chapter 
of the First Epistle of S. Peter reports out of Trenzeus : The 
Greeks, having taken some servants of Christians, pressing to 
learn something secret of the Christians, and they having nothing 
in their notice to please the inquisitors, except that they had 
heard of their masters that the Divine communion is the blood 
and body of Christ; they supposing it true, according to their 
rude, natural apprehensions, tortured Sanctus and Blandina to 
confess it. But Blandina answered them thus: “ How can they 
suffer any such thing in the exercise of their religion, who do 
not nourish themselves with flesh that is permitted!” All this 
trouble came upon the act of the forementioned heretics ; the 
report was only concerning the blood of an infant, not of a man, 
as it must have been if it had been occasioned by the sacrament ; 
but the sacrament was not so much as thought of in this scrutiny, 
till the examination of the servants gave the hint in the torture 
of Blandina. Cardinal Perron, perceiving much detriment likely 
to come to their doctrine by these apologies of the primitive 
Christians upon the 11th anathematism of S. Cyril, says, that 
they deny anthropophagy, but did not deny theanthropophagy, 
saying, that they did not eat the flesh, or drink the blood of a 
mere man, but of Christ, who was God and man; which is so 
strange a device, as I wonder it could drop from the pen of so 
great a wit. For this would have been a worse and more in- 
tolerable scandal, to affirm that Christians eat their God and 
sucked his blood, and were devourers, not only of a man, but of 
an immortal God. But, however, let his fancy be confronted 
with the extracts of the several apologies which I have now cited, 
and it will appear that nothing of the cardinal’s fancy can come 
near their sense, or words; for all the business was upon the 
blood of a child which the Gnosties had killed, or the Montanists 
tormented; and the matter of the sacrament was not in the 
whole rumour so much as thought upon. 

15. Lastly. Unless there be no one objection of ours, that 
means as it says, but all are shadows, and nothing is awake but 
Bellarmine, in all his dreams; or Perron, in all his laborious ex- 
cuses ; if we be allowed to be in our wits, and to understand 
Latin, or Greek, or common sense; unless the Fathers must all 
be understood according to their new nonsense answers, which 
the primitive doctors were so far from understanding or thinking 
of, that besides that it is next to impudence to suppose they 
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could mean them, their own doctors, in a few ages last past 
did not know them, but opposed, and spake some things contrary, 
ahd many things diverse from them: I say, unless we have nei- 
ther sense nor reason, nor souls like other men, it is certain that 
not one, nor two, but very many of the Fathers, taught our 
doctrine most expressly in this article, and against theirs. And, 
after all, whether the testimonies of the doctors be ancient or 
modern, it is advantage to us, and inconvenient for them: for if 
it be ancient, it shews their doctrine not to be from the begin- 
ning ; if it be modern, it does it more ; for it declares plainly the 
doctrine to be but of yesterday: now I am very certain I can 
make it appear not to have been the doctrine of the church, not 
of any church whose records we have, for above a thousand years 
together. 

16. But now in my entry upon the testimonies of Fathers, I 
shall make my way the more plain and credible, if I premise the 
testimonies of some of the Roman doctors in this business. And 
the first I shall name is Bellarmine himself*, who was the most 
wary of giving advantage against himself; but yet he says, Von 
esse mirandum &c.; “It is not to be wondered at if S. Austin, 
Theodoret, and others of the ancients, spake some things which 
in show seem to favour the heretics, when even from Jodocus some 
things did fall, which by the adversaries were drawn to their 
cause.” Now though he lessens the matter by guedam and vi- 
deantur, and in speciem, seemingly, and in show and some things, 
yet it was as much as we could expect from him; with whom 
visibiliter, if it be on our side, must mean invisibiliter, and sta- 
tuimus must be abrogamus. But I rest not here: Alphonsus a 
Castro says moreY: De transubstantiatione panis in corpus Christi 
rara est in antiquis scriptoribus mentio. ‘The ancient writers seldom 
mention the change of the substance of bread into the body of 
Christ. And yet these men would make us believe that all the 
world is their own. But Scotus does directly deny the doctrine 
of conversion or transubstantiation to be ancient, so says Henri- 
quez?. Ante concilium Lateranense transubstantiatio non fuit 
dogma fidei. So said Scotus himself, as Bellarmine cites him; 
and some of the Fathers of the society in England in their 
prison affirmed -, Rem transubstantiationis Patres ne attigisse qui- 
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dem; that the Fathers did not so much as touch the matter of 
transubstantiation; and it was likely so, because Peter Lom- 
bard», whose design it was to collect the sentences of the Fa- 
thers into heads of articles, found in them so nothing to the 
purpose of transubstantiation, that he professed he was not able 
to define, whether the conversion of the eucharistical bread were 
formal or substantial, or of another kind. To some it seems to 
be substantial, saying, the substance is changed into the sub- 
stance. Quibusdam, et videtur, it seems, and that not to all nei- 
ther, but to some; for his part he knows not whether they are 
right or wrong, therefore in his days the doctrine was not catho- 
lic. And methinks it was an odd saying of Vasquez*, and much 
to this purpose; that as soon as ever the later schoolmen heard 
the name of transubstantiation, such a controversy did arise con- 
cerning the nature of it, (he says not of the meaning of the word, 
but the nature of the thing,) that by how much the more they did 
endeavour to extricate themselves, by so much the more they 
were entangled in difficulties. It seems it was news to them to 
hear talk of it, and they were as much strangers to the nature 
of it, as to the name; it begat quarrels, and became a riddle 
which they could not resolve; but like Achelous his horn sent 
forth a river of more difficulty to be waded through, than the 
horn was to be broken. And amongst these schoolmen Durandus 
maintained an heretical opinion, says Bellarmine‘, saying, that 
“the form of bread was changed into Christ’s body ; but that 
the matter of bread remained still ;” by which also it is apparent, 
that then this doctrine was but in the forge; it was once stamped 
upon at the Lateran council, but the form was rude, and it was 
fain to be cast again, and polished at Trent: the Jesuit order 
being the chief masters of the mint. But now I proceed to the 
trial of this topic. 

17 I shall not need to arrest the reader with consideration of 
the pretension made by the Roman doctors, out of the passions 
of the apostles, which all men condemn for spurious and apocry- 
phal ; particularly the passion of S. Andrew, said to be written 
by the priests and deacons of Achaia®. For it is sufficient that 
they are so esteemed by Baronius, censured for such by Gelasius, 
by Philastrius, and Innocentius ; they were corrupted also by the 
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Manichees by additions and detractions ; and yet if they were 
genuine and uncorrupted, they say nothing but what we profess ; 
“although the holy Lamb truly sacrificed, and his flesh eaten 
by the people, doth nevertheless persevere whole and alive,” for 
no man, that I know of, pretends that Christ is so eaten in the 
sacrament that he dies for it; for his flesh is eaten spiritually 
and by faith, and that is the most true manducatfon of Christ’s 
body, the flesh of the holy Lamb; and this manducation breaks 
not a bone of him; but then how he can be torn by the teeth of 
the communicants and yet remain whole, is a harder matter to 
tell; and therefore these words are very far from their sense ; 
they are nearer to an objection: but I shall not be troubled with 
this any more; save that I shall observe that one White‘, of the 
Roman persuasion, quoting part of these words which Bellarmine, 
and from him the underwriters object, Ego omnipotenti Deo omni 
die immaculatum agnum sacrifico, of these words in particular 
affirms that without all controversy they are apocryphal. 

18. Next to him is S. Ignatius, who is cited to have said some- 
thing of this question in his epistle ad Smyrnenses ; speaking of 
certain heretics ; “They do not admit of eucharists’and oblations, 
because they do not confess the eucharist to be the flesh of our 
Saviour, which flesh suffered for us.” They that do not confess 
it, let them be anathema ; for sure it is, a8 sure as Christ is true : 
but guomodo is the question, and of this 8. Ignatius says nothing. 
But the understanding of these words perfectly, depends upon 
the story of that time. Concerning which, we learn out of Ter- 
tullian and Irenzeus, that the Marcosians, the Valentinians, and 
Marcionites, who denied the incarnation of the Son of God, did 
nevertheless use the eucharistical symbols; though, I say, they 
denied Christ to have a body. Now because this usage of theirs 
did confute their grand heresy, (for to what purpose should they 
celebrate the sacrament of Christ’s body, if he had none?) there- 
fore it is that S. Ignatius might say, “They did not admit the 
eucharist, because they did not confess it to be the flesh of 
Christ ;” for though in practice they did admit it, yet in theory 
they denied it, because it could be nothing as they handled the 
matter. For how could it be Christ’s flesh sacramentally, if 
he had no flesh really? And therefore they did not admit the eu- 
charist as the church did, for in no sense would they grant it to 
be the flesh of Christ ; not the figure, not the sacrament of it; 
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lest admitting the figure they should also confess the substance. 
But besides, if these words had been against us, it had signified 
nothing, because these words are not in S. Ignatius; they are in 
no Greek copy of him ; but they are reported by Theodoret. But 
in these there is nothing else material than what I have accounted; 
for I only took them in by the by, because they are great names, 
and are objected sometimes. 

But I shall descend to more material testimonies, and consider 
those objections that are incident to the mention of the several 
Fathers ; supposing that the others are invalid, upon the account 
of the premisses ; or if they were not, yet they can but pass for 
single opinions, against which themselves and others are opposed 
at other times. 

19. Tertullian is affirmative in that sense of the article which 
we teach: Acceptum panem et distributum discipulis suis, Christus 
corpus suum meum fecit, dicendo, Hoc est corpus, i. e. figura corporis 
met. He proves against the Marcionites that Christ had a true 
real body in his incarnation, by this argument: Because in the 
sacrament he gave bread as the figure of his body, saying, Thzs 
is my body, that is, the figure of my body. Fisher in his answer 
to the ninth question propounded by king James, and he from 
cardinal Perron, say it is an t7épBarov, and answers to this place, 
that jigura corporis mei refers, after Tertullian’s odd manner of 
speaking, to Hoc, not to corpus meum, which are the words imme- 
diately preceding, and so most proper for the relation ; and that 
the sense is, This figure of my body is my body ; that is, This 
which was a figure in the Old Testament is now a substance. 
To this I reply, 1, It must mean this which is present is my body, 
not this figure of my body which was in the Old Testament, but 
this which we mean in the words of consecration ; and then it is 
no hyperbaton, which is to be supplied with quod erat, “ this 
which was,” for the nature of a hyperbaton is, to make all right 
by a mere transposition of the words; as, Christus mortuus est, 
i.e. unctus ; place unctus before mortuus, and the sentence is per- 
fect; but it is not so here; without the addition of two words it 
cannot be; and if two words may be added, we may make what 
sense we please. But, 2, suppose that figura corporis does refer 
to Hoe, yet it is to be remembered that Hoc in that place is one 
of the words of the institution or consecration, and then it can 
have no sense to evacuate the pressure of his words. 3. Suppose 
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this reference of the words to be intended, then the sense will be, 
This figure of my body is my body, the consequent of which is that 
which we contend for; that the same which is called his body, 
is the figure of his body ; the one is the subject, the other the 
predicate ; and then it affirms all that is pleaded for; as if we 
say, Hec effigies est homo, we mean it is the effigies of a man; 
and so in this, Zhis figure of my body is my body, by the rule of 
denominatives, signifies, This zs the figure of my body. 4. In the 
preceding words, Tertullian says, “the pascha was the type of 
his passion ;” this pascha he desired to eat; this pascha was not 
the lamb, (for he was betrayed the night before it was to be 
eaten,) professus se concupiscentia concupisse edere pascha ut suum 
(indignum enim ut quid alienum concupisceret Deus); “he would 
eat the passover of his own,” figuram sanguinis sui salutaris im- 
plere concupiscebat, “he desired to fulfil the figure,” that is, to 
produce the last of all the figures of his healing blood : now this 
was by eating the paschal lamb, that is, himself; for the other 
was not to be eaten that night. Now then, if the eating or 
delivering himself to be eaten that night, was implere figuram 
sanguinis sui, he then did fulfil the figure of his blood, therefore 
figura corporis met in the following words must relate to what he 
did that night; that therefore was the figure, but the more 
excellent, because the nearest to the substance, which was given 
really the next day; this therefore, as S. Gregory Nazianzen 
affirms, was the most excellent figure, the paschal lamb itself 
being figura figure, “the figure of a figure,” as I have quoted 
him in the sequel. And it is not disagreeing from the expres- 
sion of scripture, saying, that the law had cxlay, GAX od« abthy 
Thy eixdva tTév mpaypdravi, a shadow, but not the very image , that 
was in the ceremonies of the law, ¢his in the sacraments of the 
gospel; Christ himself was the ro mpayya, “ the thing itself ;” but 
the image was more than the shadow, though less than the sub- 
stance ; dvritumov was the word by which the Fathers expressed 
this nearer configuration. 5. Whereas it is added, it had not 
been a figure nisi veritatis esset corpus, to my sense clears the 
question ; for therefore Christ’s body, which he was clothed 
withal, was a true body, else this could not be a figure of it; 
but therefore this, which was also a figure, could not be the true 
body of which it was a figure. 6. That which Fisher adds, that 
Tertullian’s drift was to shew, that whereas in the Old Testa- 
i Heb.i.r. 
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ment bread was the figure of the body of Christ, (as appears by 
the words of the prophet, Mittamus lignum in panem eus, i. e. 
crucem in corpus ¢ejus,) Christ in the New Testament made this 
figure really to be his body; this I conceive to make very much 
against Tertullian’s design. For he proves that therefore Christ 
might well call bread his body; that was no new thing, for it 
was so also in the old figure; and therefore may be so now: but 
that this was no more than a figure, he adds, “If therefore he 
made bread to be his body, because he wanted a true body, then 
bread was delivered for us, and it would advance the vanity of 
Marcion, that bread was crucified.” No, this could not be; 
but therefore he must mean, that as of old in the prophet and in 
the passover, so now in the last supper, he gave the same figure, 
and therefore that which was figured was real, viz. his crucified 
body. Now suppose we should frame this argument out of 
Tertullian’s medium, and suppose it to be made by Marcion 

The body of Christ was delivered for the sins of the world, &c.: 
you catholics say that bread is the body of Christ: therefore 
you say that bread was “delivered for the sins of the whole 
world, and that bread was crucified for you, and that bread is 
the Son of God ;” what answer could be made to this out of 
Tertullian, but by expounding the minor proposition figuratively ? 
We catholics say that the eucharistical bread is the body of 
Christ in a figurative sense, it is completio or consummatio fiqura- 
rum, “the last and most excellent of all figures.” But if he 
should have said, according to the Roman fancy, that it is the 
natural body of Christ, it would have made rare triumphs in the 
schools of Marcion. But that there may be no doubt in this 
particular, hear himself summing up his own discourses in this 
question’. Proinde panis et calicis sacramento jam in evangelio 
probavimus corporis et sanguinis Dominici veritatem adversus phan- 
tasma Marcionis ; “ Against the phantasm of Marcion we have 
proved the verity of Christ’s body and blood by the sacrament of 
bread and wine.” 7. This very answer I find tu be Tertullian’s 
own explication of this affair! ; for speaking of the same figura- 
tive speech of the prophet Jeremy, and why bread should be 
called his body, he gives this account; Hoc hignum et Jeremias 
tbi insinuat dicturis predicans Judeis, Venite mittamus lignum 
in panem ejus, utique in corpus; sic enim Deus in Evangelio quoque 
vestro revelavit, panem corpus swum appellans, ut et hinc jam eum 
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intelligas corporis sui figuram pani dedisse, cujus retro corpus in 
panem prophetes figuravit, ipso Domino hoc sacramentum postea 
interpretaturo; “For so God revealed in your Gospel, calling 
bread his body, that hence thou mayest understand that he gave 
to bread the figure of his body, whose body anciently the prophet 
figured by bread, afterwards the Lord himself expounding the 
sacrament.” Nothing needs to be plainer. By the way, let me 
observe this, that the words cited by Tertullian out of Jeremy 
are expounded, and recited too, but by allusion. For there are 
no such words in the Hebrew text; which is thus to be rendered, 
Corrumpamus veneno cibum ejus; and so cannot be referred to 
the sacrament, unless you will suppose that he foresignified the 
poisoning the emperor by a consecrated wafer. But as to the 
figure, this is often said by him; for in the first book against 
Marcion he hath these words again, [nec reprobavit] panem quo 
ipsum corpus suum representat, etiam in sacramentis propriis egens 
mendicitatibus Creatoris. He refused not bread by which he 
represents his own body, wanting or using in the sacraments the 
meanest things of the Creator. For it is not to be imagined 
that Tertullian should attempt to persuade Marcion, that the 
bread was really and properly Christ’s body ; but that he really 
delivered his body on the cross, that both in the Old Testament 
and here, himself gave a figure of it in bread and wine; for that 
was it which the Marcionites denied; saying, on the cross no 
real humanity did suffer; and he confutes them by saying these 
are figures, and therefore denote a truth. 8. However these men 
are resolved that this new answer shall please them and serve 
their turn, yet some of their fellows, great clerks as themselves, 
did shrink under the pressure of it, as not being able to be 
pleased with so laboured and improbable an answer. ™For 
Harding against Jewel hath these words speaking of this place, 
‘‘which interpretation is not according to the true sense of 
Christ’s words, although his meaning swerve not from the truth.” 
And B. Rhenanus, the author of the Admonition to the reader 
de quibusdam Tertulliant Dogmatis, seems to confess this to be 
Tertullian’s error: Error putantium corpus Christi in eucharistia 
tantum esse sub figura, jam olim condemnatus ; ‘The error of 
them that think the body of Christ is in the eucharist only in a 
figure, is now long since condemned.” But Garetius”, Bellarmine®, 
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JustinianP, Coton4, Feuardentius', Valentias, and Vasquez*, in 
the recitation of this passage of Tertullian, very fairly leave out 
the words that pinch them, and which clears the article ; and 
bring the former words for themselves, without the interpretation 
of, id est, figura corporis mei. I may therefore without scruple 
reckon Tertullian on our side, against whose plain words no real 
exception can lie, himself expounding his own meaning in the 
pursuance of the figurative sense of this mystery. 

20. Concerning Origen I have already given an account in the 
ninth paragraph, and other places casually, and made it appear 
that he is a direct opposite to the doctrine of transubstantiation. 
And the same also of Justin Martyr, paragraph the fifth, num- 
ber 9. Where also I have enumerated divers others who speak 
upon parts of this question, on which the whole depends, whither 
I refer the reader. Only concerning Justin Martyr, I shall recite 
these words of his against Tryphon: Figura fuit panis eucharistia 
quem in recordationem passionis—facere precepit ; “ The bread of 
the eucharist was a figure, which Christ the Lord commanded to 
do in remembrance of his passion.” 

21. Clemens Alexandrinus saith", d:r7év 8& 76 ala Kupiov, &e. ; 
“The blood of Christ is twofold ; the one is carnal, by which 
we are redeemed from death; the other spiritual, viz. by which 
we are anointed. And this is to drink the blood of Jesus, to 
be partakers of the incorruption of our Lord. But the power 
of the word is the spirit, as blood is of the flesh. Therefore in 
a moderated proportion and convenience, wine is mingled with 
water, as the spirit with a man. And he receives in the feast 
(viz. eucharistical) tempered wine unto faith. But the spirit 
leadeth to incorruption, but the mixture of both, viz. of drink 
and the word, is called the eucharist, which is praised, and is a 
good gift, or grace, of which they who are partakers by faith 
are sanctified in body and soul.” Here plainly he calls that 
which is in the eucharist spiritual blood; and without repeat- 
ing, the whole discourse is easy and clear. And that you may 
be certain of S. Clement his meaning, he disputes in the same 
chapter against the Encratites, who thought it not lawful to 
drink wine: Ed yap iste, peréraBev oivod cad airos, &e.; “ For 
be ye sure he also did drink wine, for he also was a man, and 
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he blessed wine when he said, Take drink, roiiré pov éort 76 aia 
ris dunéhov, This is my blood, the blood of the vine, for that word, 
that was shed for many for the remission of sins, it signifies 
allegorically a holy stream of gladness; drt 8& oivos jv Td eddo- 
yndev, but that the thing which had been blessed was wine, he 
shewed again, saying to his disciples, J will not drink of the 
fruit of this vine, till I drink it new with you in my Father's 
kingdom.” Now S. Clement proving by Christ’s sumption of 
the eucharist, that he did drink wine, must mean the sacra- 
mental symbol to be truly wine, and “ Christ’s blood allegori- 
cally that holy stream of gladness,” or else he had not con- 
cluded by that argument against the Encratites. Upon which 
account these words are much to be valued, because by our 
doctrine in this article he only could confute the Encratites ; 
as by the same doctrine explicated, as we explicate it, Tertul- 
lan confuted the Marcionites, and Theodoret and Gelasius con- 
futed the Nestorians and Eutychians: if the doctrine of tran- 
substantiation had been true, these four heresies had by them, 
as to their particular arguments relating to this matter, been 
unconfuted. 

22. S. Cyprian, in his tractate de Unctione, which Canisius, 
Harding, Bellarmine, and Lindan cite, hath these words ; 
Dedit itaque Dominus noster, &c.; “ Therefore our Lord in his 
table, in which he did partake his last banquet with his dis- 
ciples, with his own hands gave bread and wine, but on the 
cross he gave to the soldiers his body to be wounded, that in 
the apostles the sincere truth and the true sincerity being more 
secretly imprinted, he might expound to the Gentiles how wine 
and bread should be his flesh and blood, and by what reasons 
causes might agree with effects, and diverse names and kinds 
(viz. bread and wine) might be reduced to one essence, and 
the signifying and the signified might be reckoned by the same 
words:” and in his third Epistle he hath these words, Vinuwm quo 
Christi sanguis ostenditur, ‘wine by which Christ’s blood is shewn 
or declared.” Here I might cry out, as Bellarmine upon a much 
slighter ground, Quid clarius dict potuit ? But J forbear, being 
content to enjoy the real benefits of these words without a 
triumph. But I will use it thus far, that it shall outweigh the 
words cited out of the tract de Cama Domini, by Bellarmine, by 
the Rhemists, by the Roman Catechism, by Perron, and by 
Gregory de Valentia. The words are these, Panis iste quem 
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Dominus discipulis porrigebat non effigie sed natura mautatus om- 
nipotentia verbi factus est caro, et sicut in persona Christi, &e. ; 
“The bread which the Lord gave to his disciples is changed, 
not in shape but in nature, being made flesh by the omnipo- 
tency of the word ; and as in the person of Christ the humanity 
was seen and the Divinity lay hid, so in the visible sacrament, 
the Divine essence after an ineffable manner pours itself forth, 
that devotion about the sacraments might be religion, and that 
@ more sincere entrance may be opened to the truth, whereof 
the body and the blood are sacraments, even unto the parti- 
cipation of the Spirit, not unto the consubstantiality of Christ.” 
This testimony, as Bellarmine says, admits of no answer. But 
by his favour it admits of many: 1. Bellarmine cites but half of 
those words, and leaves out that which gives him answer. 2. The 
words affirm, that that body and blood are but a sacrament of 
a reality and truth; but if it were really and naturally Christ’s 
body, then it were itself veritas et corpus, and not only a sacra- 
ment. 3. The truth (of which these are sacramental) is the 
participation of the Spirit ; that is, a spiritual communication. 
4, This does not arrive ad consubstantialitatem Christi, to a par- 
ticipation or communion of the substance of Christ, which it 
must needs do, if bread were so changed in nature, as that it 
were substantially the body of Christ. 5. These sermons of S. 
Cyprian’s title and name are under the name also of Arnoldus, 
abbot of Bonavilla in the time of S. Bernard, as appears in a MS. 
in the library of All Souls’ college, of which I had the honour 
sometime to be a fellow. However, it is confessed on all sides 
that this tractate is not S.Cyprian's, and who is the father of it, 
if Arnoldus be not, cannot be known, neither his age nor repu- 
tation. His style sounds like the eloquence of the monastery, 
being direct friar’s Latin, as appears by his honorificare, amaricare, 
injuriare, demembrare, sequestrare, attitulare, spiritalitas, te supplico, 
and some false Latin besides; and therefore he ought to pass for 
nothing; which I confess I am sorry for as to this question, be- 
cause to my sense he gives us great advantage in it. But I am con- 
tent to lose what our cause needs not. Lam certain they can get 
nothing by him. For if the authority were not incompetent, the 
words were impertinent to their purpose, but very much against 
them ; only let me add out of the same sermon these words: 
Panis iste communis in carnem et sanguinem mutatus procurat 
vitam et incrementum corporibus, ideoque eu consueto effectu fidet 
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nostra adjuta infirmitas, sensibili argqumento edocta et visibilibus 
sacramentis inesse vite @terne effectum, e& non tam corporali 
quam spirituali transitione nos cum Christo uniri ; “ That 
common bread being changed into flesh and blood, procures 
life and increment to our bodies ; therefore our infirmity being 
helped with the usual effect of faith is taught by a sensible ar- 
gument, that the effect of eternal life is in visible sacraments, 
and that we are united to Christ, not so much by a corporal as 
by a spiritual change. If both these di§courses be put toge- 
ther, let the authority of the writer be what it will, the greater 
the better. 

23. In the dialogues against the Marcionites, collected out of 
Maximus, in the time of Commodus or Severus, or thereabouts", 
Origen is brought in speaking thus: El® os otrof gacw, doap- 
kos, kal dvaiyos Hv, wolas capkds, } Tivos odparos, 7) TOLD aluatos 
eixdvas did0vs dprov te Kal moryjpioy éverédAAETo ToIs pabyntats bid 
ToUT@Y THY dvapvyow avtov TovetcOar; “If, as the Marcionites 
say, Christ had neither flesh nor blood, of what flesh or of what 
blood did he, giving bread and the chalice as images, command 
his disciples that by these a remembrance of him should be 
made ?” 

24. To the same purpose are the words of Eusebius*: Ta 
cipBora tis év O€ov oixovoplas Tots aitod mapadldov pabyrais, Thy 
elxdva Tod idtov odparos ToteicOat mapaxedevduevos: “He gave to 
his disciples the symbols of Divine economy, commanding the 
image or type of his own body to be made:” and again; Todro 
dita Tod Ovpatos THY pripnv ent Toate ys evTedeiy 1a cvpBdrAwv TOU 
TE TGuaTos avTod Kal Tov cwrnplov aiparos Kata Oeopovs THs KaLvis 
SiabyKns TmapeAnpdres: “They received a command according to 
the constitution of the new testament, to make a memory of this 
sacrifice upon the table by the symbols of his body and healthful 
blood.” 

25. S. Ephrem the Syriany, patriarch of Antioch, is dogma- 
tical and decretory in this question; Td mapa rév micrev AapBa- 
vopevoy oGya Xpictod Kal tijs alcOnrys obclas ovk éfloratat dicews, 
kal Tijs vontis advalperov péver ydpiros: “ The body of Christ re- 
ceived by the faithful departs not from his sensible substance, 
and is undivided from a spiritual grace.” He adds the simili- 


u A.D. tgo. x Eusebius, lib. 8. bus apud Phot. lib.1. co. 229. Scotus Je- 
Demonst. Evang. cap. 1. lib. 1. c, ult. suita exponit eélorarat coynoscitur, contra 
y 8. Ephrem. de Sacris Antioch, Legi- sensum loci. 
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tude and parity of baptism to this mystery; “ For even baptism 
being wholly made spiritual, and being that which is the same 
and proper of the sensible substance, I mean of water, saves, 
and that which is born doth not perish.” I will not descant 
upon these or any other words of the Fathers I allege; for if 
of their own natural intent they do not teach our doctrine, I 
am content they should pass for nothing. 

S. Epiphanius? affirming man to be like God, mdvres 76 kar’ 
elxdva, GAAQ od Kara vow, in some image or similitude, not ac- 
cording to nature,” illustrates it by the similitude of the blessed 
sacrament; “We see that our Saviour took into his hands, as 
the evangelist hath it, that he arose from supper and took those 
things, and when he had given thanks he said, This is mine, and 
this ; we see it is not equal, it is not like, not to the image in 
the flesh, not to the invisible Deity, not to the proportion of 
members, for this is a round form, xat dvafoOnroy as mpos Tip 
ddvay.v, and cannot perceive any thing, or, is insensible accord- 
ing to power or faculty, and he would by grace say, This 1s mine, 
and this, and every man believes the word that is spoken; for 
he that believeth not him to be true, is fallen from grace and 
salvation.” Now the force of Epiphanius his argument consist- 
ing in this, that we are like to God after his image, but yet not 
according to nature, as the sacramental bread is like the body 
of Christ, it is plain that the sacramental species are the body 
of Christ and his blood, xav’ eikdéva, dAAG ot Kara dvowv, “ accord- 
ing to the image or representment, not according to nature,” but 
according to grace. 

Macarius his words are plain enough?; Ev rq éxxAnola mpoo- 
éperar dptos Kal otvos avriruTov Tis capkds abtod Kal rod alyaros, 
Kai of peradayBdvovtes ex Tod datvouévov Aptrov mvevpaTiKes THY 
gapxa tod Kupiov éo@iovor: “In the church is offered bread and 
wine, the antitype of his flesh and of his blood; and they that 
partake of the bread that appears do spiritually eat the flesh of 
Christ.” 

26. S. Gregory Nazianzen speaking of the pascha saith», Jam 
potestatis participes erimus, &e.; “ Now we shall be partakers of 
the paschal supper, but still in figure, though more clear than 
in the old law. For the legal passover (I will not be afraid to 
speak it) was a more obscure figure of a figure.” 


2 §. Epiphan. in Ancorato. 4 Macarius, Homil. 27. 
bS. Greg. Naz. Orat. 2. in Pasc. 
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S. Ambrose is of the same persuasion®: Fac nobis hane obla- 
tionem ascriptam, rationabilem, acceptabilem, quod est figura cor- 
poris et sanguinis Domini nostri Jesu Christi; ‘‘ Make this ascribed 
oblation reasonable and acceptable, which is the figure of the 
body and blood of our Lord Jesus Christ.” And again, Mira 
potentia, &c.; “It is a wonderful power of God which makes 
that the bread should remain what it is, and yet be changed into 
another thing.” And again’; “ How much more operative is 
the word of Christ, that the things be what they were, and yet 
be changed into another? and so that which was bread before 
consecration now is the body of Christ.” Hoe tamen impossibile 
est ut panis sit corpus Christi; sed hec verba ad sanum intellectum 
sunt intelligenda, ita solvit Hugo, saith the gloss in Gratian€ ; 
which is an open defiance of the doctrine of 8. Ambrose affirm- 
ing it to be impossible. But because these words pinch severely, 
they have retrenched the decisive words, and leave out et sint, 
and make them to run thus, “that the things be changed 
into another,” which corruption is discovered by the citation of 
these words in Paschasius, Guitmond, Bertram, Algerus, Ivo 
Carnotensis, Gratian, and Lombard. But in another place he 
calls the mystical chalice the type of the blood ; and that Christ is 
offered here, in imagine, in type, image, or representation: in 
colo, in veritate, “the truth, the substance, is in heaven.” And 
again; “‘ This therefore truly is the sacrament of his flesh. Our 
Lord Jesus himself says, This is my body. Before the blessing 
by the words it was named another species, or kind; after the 
consecration, the body of Christ is signifiedf.” 

27. S. Chrysostom is brought on both sides, and his rhetoric 
hath cast him on the Roman side, but it also bears him beyond 
it; and his divinity and sober opinions have fixed him on ours. 
How to answer the expressions hyperbolical which he often uses, 
is easy by the use of rhetoric and customs of the words; but I 
know not how any man can sensibly answer these wordss, “ For 
as before the bread is sanctified we name it bread, but the Divine 
grace sanctifying it by the means of the priest, it is freed from 
the name of bread, but it is esteemed worthy to be called the 
Lord's body, although the nature of bread remains in it.’ To 





¢ §. Ambros. lib. 4. de Sacram. c. §. & Ep. ad Cesar. cont. Heres. Apolli- 
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© De Consec. dist. 2. Panis est. San. PP. contra Severianos edit. per 
f In 1 Cor. xi. de Offic, lib. r. cap. Turrian. 
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the same purpose are those words on thé twenty-second Psalm 
published amongst his works, though possibly they were of some 
other of that time, or before or after; it matters not to us, but 
much to them; for if he be later and yet esteemed a catholic, 
(as it is certain he was, and the man a while supposed to be 
S. Chrysostom,) it is the greater evidence that it was long before 
the church received their doctrine. The words are these: “That 
table he hath prepared to his servants and his maidens in their 
sight, that he might every day shew us in the sacrament accord- 
ing to the order of Melchisedeck bread and wine to the likeness 
of the body and blood of Christ.” To the same purpose is that 
saying in the Homilies of whoever is the author of that opus im- 
perfectum upon S. Matthew»: Si igitur hee vasa, &c.; “If there- 
fore these vessels being sanctified, it be so dangerous to transfer 
them to private uses in which the body of Christ is not, but the 
mystery of his body is contained; how much more concerning 
the vessels of our bodies,” &c. Now against these testimonies 
they make an outery that they are not 8. Chrysostom’s works, 
and for this last, the book is corrupted, and they think in this 
place by some one of Berengarius’s scholars; for they cannot 
tell. Fain they would believe it; but this kind of talk is a re- 
solution not to yield, but to proceed against all evidence ; for 
that this place is not corrupted, but was originally the sense of 
the author of the Homilies, is highly eredible by the faith of all 
the old MSS., and there is in the public library of Oxford an 
excellent MS., very ancient, that makes faith in this particular ; 
but that some one of their scholars might have left these words 
out of some of their copies were no great wonder, though I do not 
find they did, but that they foisted in a marginal note, affirming 
that these words are not in all old copies; an affirmation very 
confident, but, as the case stands, to very little purpose. But 
upon this account nothing can be proved from sayings of Fathers. 
For either they are not their own works, but made by another ; 
or, 2, they are capable of another sense; or, 3, the places are 
corrupted by heretics; or, 4, it is not in some old copies: which 
pretences I am content to let alone, if they upon this account 
will but transact the question wholly by scripture and common 
sense. 5. It matters not at all what he is, so he was not 
esteemed an heretic; and that he was not, it is certain, since 
by themselves these books are put among the works of S, Chry- 
h Hom. 11. in 8. Matt. 
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sostom, and themselves can quote them when they seem to do 
them service. All that I infer from hence is this, that whenso- 
ever these books were writ, some man esteemed a good catholic 
was not of the Roman persuasion in the matter of the sacra- 
ment ; therefore their opinion is not catholic. But that S. Chry- 
sostom may not be drawn from his right of giving testimony and 
interpretation of his words in other places; in his twenty-third 
homily upon the First of the Corinthians, which are undoubtedly 
his own, he saith, “As thou eatest the body of the Lord, so they 
(viz. the faithful in the Old Testament) did eat manna: as thou 
drinkest blood, so they the water of the rock. For though the 
things which are made be sensible, yet they are given spiritually, 
not according to the consequence of nature, but according to 
the grace of a gift, and with the body they also nourish the soul, 
leading unto faith. 

28. The next I produce for evidence in this case is S. Austin, 
concerning whom it is so evident that he was a protestant in 
this article, that truly it is a strange boldness to deny it; and 
upon equal terms no man’s mind in the world can be known; for 
if all that he says in this question shall be reconcilable to tran- 
substantiation, I know no reason but it may be possible, but a 
witty man may pretend when I am dead, that in this discourse I 
have pleaded for the doctrine of the Roman church. I will set 
his words down nakedly without any gloss upon them, and let 
them do by themselves as much as they can: iS enim sacramenta 
quandam similitudinem, &c.; “For if the sacraments had not a 
certain similitude of those things whereof they are sacraments, 
they were no sacraments at all. But from this similitude, for the 
most part, they receive the things themselves. As therefore ac- 
cording to a certain manner the sacrament of the body of Christ 
is the body of Christ, the sacrament of the blood of Christ is the 
blood of Christ: so the sacrament of faith is.” Now suppose a 
stranger to the tricks of the Roman doctors, a wise and a 
discerning man, should read these words in S. Austin, and weigh 
them diligently, and compare them with all the adjacent words 
and circumstances of the place, I would desire reasonably to be 
answered on which side he would conclude S. Austin to be? If in 
any other place he speaks words contrary; that is his fault or 
forgetfulness: but if the contrary had been the doctrine of the 
church, he could never have so forgotten his religion and com- 

i Ep. ad Bonifac. 
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munion, as so openly to have declared a contrary sense to the 
same article: ™ Non hoc corpus quod videtis manducaturi estis, &e. ; 
“You are not to eat this body which you see,” (so he brings in 
Christ. speaking to his disciples,) “or to drink that blood which 
my crucifiers shall pour forth; I have commended to you a sacra- 
ment, which being spiritually understood shall quicken you. "And 
Christ brought them to a banquet, in which he commended to his 
disciples the figure of his body and blood. For he did not doubt 
to say°, This is my body, when he gave the sign of his body. Quod 
ab omnibus sacrificium appellatur?, &e. That which by all men is 
called a sacrifice is the sign of the true sacrifice, in which the flesh 
of Christ, after his assumption, is celebrated by the sacrament of 
remembrances.” But concerning S. Austin’s doctrine,I shall refer 
him that desires to be further satisfied to no other record than 
their own canon law. 9 Which not only from 8. Austin, but from 
divers others, produces testimonies so many, so pertinent, so full 
for our doctrine, and against the dream of transubstantiation, that 
it is to me a wonder why it is not clapped into the Indices Expur- 
gatori, for it speaks very many truths beyond the cure of their 
glosses ; which they have changed and altered several times. But 
that this matter concerning S. Austin may be yet clearer, his own 
third book de Doctrina Christiana is so plain for us in this question, 
that when Frudegardus in the time of Charles the Bald had upon 
occasion of the dispute which then began to be hot and interested 
in this question, read this book of S. Austin, he was changed to 
the opinion of a spiritual and mysterious presence, and upon oc- 
casion of that his being persuaded so byS.Austin, Paschasius Rad- 
bertus wrote to him, as of a question then doubted of by many per- 
sons, as is to be seen in his Epistle to F rudegardus. I end this 
of S. Austin with those words of his which he intends by way of 
rule for expounding these and the like words of Scripture taken 
out of this book of Christian doctrine’; Locutio preceptiva, &e. 
“A preceptive speech forbidding a crime, or commanding some- 
thing good or profitable, is not figurative ; but if it seems to 
command a crime, or forbid a good, then it is figurative : Unless 
ye eat the flesh of the Son of man, &c. seems to command a wicked- 
ness ; it is therefore a figure commanding us to communicate with 
the passion of our Lord, and sweetly and profitably to lay it up in 
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our memory, that his flesh was crucified and wounded for us.” I 
shall not need to urge that this holy sacrament is called eucharistia 
carnis et sanguinis, “the eucharist of the body and blood,” by 
Trenzeus ; corpus symbolicum et typicum, by Origen; in typo san- 
guis, by S. Jerom; similitudo, figura, typus, avtirvmov, images, 
enigmas, representations, expressions, exemplars of the passion, 
by divers others; that which I shall note here is this; that in 
the council of Constantinople’ it was publicly professed that the 
sacrament is not the body of Christ pice, but déce., not by na- 
ture, but by representment ; for so it is expounded: Td 6éce: #rot 
7 «xa adrod dyla, “the holy image of it ;” and, Tijs ebxapiotias 
prov as dyevo7 eixdva tis pvotxis capkds, “the eucharistical bread 
is the true image of the natural flesh ;” and, ‘H deonapddoros eixav 
THs capKos avrod, and, dyevdyjs aitob elkav THs év cdpKov oikovoplas 
Xptorodt, “a figure or image delivered by God, of his flesh ;” and, 
“a true image of the incarnate dispensation of Christ.” These 
things are found in the third tome of the sixth action of the second 
Nicene council, where a pert deacon, ignorant and confident, had 
boldly said, “that none of the Apostles or Fathers had ever called 
the sacrament the image of Christ’s body ;” that they were called 
avtirvna, antitypes, before consecration, he grants; but after 
consecration, they are called, and are, and are believed to be, the 
body and blood of Christ properly: which I suppose he might 
have learned of Damascene, who, in opposition to the iconoclasts, 
would not endure the word type or image to be used concerning 
the holy sacrament; for they would admit no other image but 
that : he, in defiance of them who had excommunicated him for 
a worshipper of images, and a half-Saracen, would admit any 
image but that ; but denied that to be an image or type of Christ, 
(de Fide, 1.4. ¢.14.) For Christ said not, This ts the type of my 
body, but, i¢ is it. But however this new question began to branle 
the words of type and antitype, and the manner of speaking began 
to be changed, yet the article as yet was not changed. For the 
Fathers used the words of type and antitype and image, &e. to 
exclude the natural sense of the sacramental body: and Dama- 
seene, and Anastasius Sinaita, and some others of that age began 
to refuse those words, lest the sacrament be thought to be nothing 
of reality, nothing but an image. And that this really was the 
sense of Damascene appears by his words recited in the acts of 
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the second council of Nice, affirming that the Divine bread is 
made Christ’s body by assumption and inhabitation of the Spirit. 
of Christ, in the same manner as water is made the laver of re- 
generation. But however they were pleased to speak in the 
Nicene assembly, yet in the Roman edition of the councils, the 
publishers and collectors were wiser, and put on this marginal 
note: ’Apriruta peta TO dytacOjvar ToAAdKs ebpeTar Kaovpeva Ta 
dyia dapa: “The holy gifts are oftentimes called types and figures 
even after consecration ;” particularly by Gregory Nazianzen®, 
and S. Cyril of Hierusalem*. I remember only one thing ob- 
jected to this testimony of so many bishops, that they were icono- 
clasts, or breakers of images, and therefore not to be trusted in 
any other article. So Bellarmine, as | remember. But this is 
just as if I should say that I ought to refuse the Lateran council, 
because they were worshippers of images, or defenders of purga- 
tory. Surely if I should, I had much more reason to refuse their 
sentence, than there is that the Greeks should be rejected upon 
so slight a pretence ; nay, for doing that which, for ought appears, 
was in all their circumstances their duty in a high measure: 
so that in effect they are refused for being good Christians. 
But after this, it happened again that the words of type and 
image were disliked in the question of the holy sacrament, by the 
emperor Charles the Great; his tutor Alcuinus, and the assem- 
bly at Frankfort; but it was in opposition to the council of Con- 
stantinople, that called it the true image of Christ’s body, and of 
the Nicene council who decreed the worship of images : for if the 
sacrament were an image, as they of Constantinople said, then it 
might be lawful to give reverence and worship to some images : 
for although these two synods were enemies to each other, yet 
the proposition of one might serve the design of the other; but 
therefore the western doctors of that age, speaking against the 
decree of this, did also mislike the expression of that: meaning, 
that the sacrament is not a type or image, as a type is taken 
for a prefiguration, a shadow of things to come, like the legal 
ceremonies, but in opposition to that is a body and a truth; 
yet still it is a sacrament of the body, a mystery which is the 
same in effect with that which the Fathers taught in their so 
frequent using these words of type, &c. for 750 years together. 


u In Apolog, et Orat. Funebr. pro Gorg. x Mystag. Catech. g. 
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And concerning this I only note the words of Charles the em- 
peror, Ep. ad Alcuinwm, after the synod, “ Our Lord hath given 
the bread and the chalice in figura corporis sui et sui sanguinis, 
in the figure of his body and blood.” But setting the authority 
aside, for if these men of Constantinople be not allowed, yet the 
others are, and it is notorious that the Greek Fathers did fre- 
quently call the bread and wine dvriryma, otpBoda, pvaripia, 
eixdvas ; and the Latin Fathers call them signs, similitudes, 
Jigures, types, wmages, therefore there must be something pre- 
tended to stop this great outery and insupportable prejudice of 
so great, so clear authority. After many trials; as, that by 
antitypes they mean exemplars, that it is only before conse- 
cration, not after, and such other little devices, of which they 
themselves quickly grew weary; at last the craftiest of them 
came to this, that the body of Christ under the species might 
well be said to be the sign of the same body and blood, as it was 
on the cross; so Bellarminey; that is the answer; and that 
they are hard put to it, you may guess by the meanness of the 
answer. Jor besides that nothing can be like itself, cdem non est 
simile; the body, as it is under the species, is “ glorified, im- 
mortal, invisible, impassible, indivisible, insensible ;” and this is 
it which he affirms to be the sign, that is, which is appointed to 
signify and represent a body that was ‘“‘ humbled, tormented, 
visible, mortal, sensible, torn, bleeding, and dying?;” so that 
here is a sign nothing like the thing signified, and an invisible 
sign of a visible body, which is the greatest absurdity in nature 
and in the use of things which is imaginable; but besides this, 
this answer, if it were a proper and sensible account of any 
thing, yet it is besides the mark; for that the Fathers in these 
allegations affirm that the species are the signs, that is, that 
bread and wine, or the whole sacrament, is a sign of that body 
which is exhibited in effect and spiritual power: they dreamt 
not this dream; it was long before themselves did dream it: 
they that were but the day before them, having, as I noted be- 
fore, other fancies. I deny not but the sacramental body is the 
sign of the true body crucified: but that the body glorified 
should be but a sign of the true body crucified, is a device fit 
for themselves to fancy. To this sense are those words cited 


y De Euch. 1. 2. ¢. 15. illud cui est simile S. Athanas. lib. contr. 
z Nemo est sui ipsius imago; S. Hilar. Hypocr. Meleti. 
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by Lombard and Gratian out of S. Austin in the sentences of 
Prosper : Caro ejus est quam forma panis opertam in sacramento 
accipimus, sanguis quem sub specie vint potamus: caro, vie. carnis, 
et sanguis sacramentum est sanguinis, carne et sanguine utroque 
invisibili et intelligibili et spirituali significatur corpus Christi visi- 
bile plenum gratie et Divine mayestatis; that is, “ It is his flesh 
which under the form of bread we receive in the sacrament, and 
under the form of wine we drink his blood.” Now that you may 
understand his meaning, he tells you this is true in the sacra- 
mental or spiritual sense only; for he adds, “ flesh is the sacra- 
ment of flesh, and blood of blood; by both flesh and blood which 
are invisible, intelligible, and spiritual, is signified the visible 
body of Christ full of grace and Divine majesty.” In which 
words here is a plain confutation of their main article, and of 
this whimsy of theirs’. For as to the particular, whereas Bel- 
larmine says, that Christ’s body real and natural is the type of 
the body as it was crucified; S. Austin says, that the natural 
body is a type of that body which is glorified, not the glorified 
body of the crucified. 2. That which is a type is flesh in a 
spiritual sense, not in a natural; and therefore it can mean 
nothing but this, that the sacramental body is a figure and type 
of the real, drep ee. deifar. And this thing is noted by the 
Gloss of Gratian>; Caro, i.¢. species carnis, sub qua latet corpus 
Christi, &c.; ‘The flesh, that is, the species of it under which 
it lies, is the sacrament of the flesh :” so that the being of a 
sacrament of Christ’s body is wholly relative to the symbols, not 
to the body; as if the body were his own sign and his own 
sacrament. 

30. Next to this heap of testimonies, I must repeat the words 
of Theodoret and Gelasius, which, though known in this whole 
question, yet being plain, certain, and unanswerable, relying 
upon a great article of the religion, even the union of the two 
natures of Christ into one person without the change of sub- 
stances, must be as sacred and untouched by any trifling answer, 
as the article itself ought to be preserved. The case was this: 
the Eutychian heretics denied the natures of Christ to be united 
in one person, that is, they denied him to be both God and man, 
saying, his humanity was taken into his Divinity after his ascen- 
siont. The Fathers, disputing against them, say, the substances 
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remain entire, though joined in the person. The Eutychians 
said this was impossible. But as in the sacrament the bread 
was changed into Christ’s body, so in the ascension was the hu- 
manity turned into the Divinity. To this Theodoret answers in 
a dialogue between the Eutychians under the name of Eranistes 
and himself the Orthodox4: “ Christ honoured the symbols and 
signs which are seen with the title of his body and blood, not 
changing the nature, but to nature adding grace.” The words 
are not capable of an answer if we observe that he says there is 
no change made, but only grace superadded; in all things else 
the things are the same. And again®: “For neither do the 
mystical signs recede from their nature; for they abide in 
their proper substance, figure, and form, and may be seen and 
touched,” &c. So the humanity of Christ: and a little after ; 
“ So that body of Christ hath the ancient form, figure, super- 
scription, and (to speak the sum of all) the substance of the 
body, although after the resurrection it be immortal and free 
from all corruption.” Now these words spoken upon this occa- 
sion, to this purpose, in direct opposition to a contradicting 
person, but casting his article wholly upon supposition of a sub- 
stantial change, and opposing to him a ground contrary to his, 
upon which only he builds his answer, cannot be eluded by any 
little pretence. Bellarmine, and the lesser people from him, 
answer, that by nature he understands the exterior qualities of 
nature, such as colour, taste, weight, smell, &c. 1. I suppose 
this, but does he mean so by substantia too? Ovcia: Does he by 
substance mean accidents? but suppose that a while, yet, 2, if 
he had answered thus, how had Theodoret confuted the Euty- 
chians? For thus says Eranistes, ‘‘ As the bread is changed in 
substance into the body of Christ, so is the humanity into the 
Divinity :” yea but, says Theodoret according to Bellarmine, 
“the substance of bread is not changed; for the colour, the 
shape, the bigness, and the smell remain :” or thus, “ The acci- 
dents remain, which I call substance; for there are two sorts of 
substances, substances and accidents; and this latter sort of 
substances remain, but not the former; and so you are con- 
futed, Eranistes.” But what if Eranistes should reply; “ If you 
say all of bread is changed excepting the accidents, then my 
argument holds: for I only contend that the substance of the 
humanity is changed, as you say the substance of bread is.” To 
d Dial. 1. ¢. 8. e Dial. 2. c. 24. 
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this nothing can be said, unless Theodoret may have leave to 
answer as other wise men must. But now Theodoret answered, 
that the substance of bread is not changed, but remains still, 
and by substance he did mean substance, and not the accidents; 
for if he had, he had not spoken sense. Either therefore the 
testimony of Theodoret remaineth unsatisfied by our adversaries, 
or the argument of the Eutychians is unanswered by Theodoret. 
3. Theodoret in these places opposes nature to grace, and says, 
all remains without any change but of grace. 4. He also ex- 
plicates nature by substance, so that it is a substantial nature 
he must mean. 5. He distinguishes substance from form and 
figure, and therefore by substance cannot mean form and figure, 
as Bellarmine dreams. 6. He affirms concerning the body of 
Christ, that in the resurrection it is changed in accidents, being 
made incorruptible and immortal, but affirms that the substance 
remains; therefore by substance he must mean as he speaks, 
without any prodigious sense affixed to the word. 7. Let me 
observe this by the way, that the doctrine of the substantial 
change of bread into the body of Christ was the persuasion of 
the heretic, the Eutychian Eranistes, but denied by the catholic 
Theodoret ; so that if they will pretend to antiquity in this doc- 
trine, their plea is made ready and framed by the Eutychian, 
from whom they may, if they please, derive the original of their 
doctrine, or if they please, from the elder Marcosites; but it 
will be but vain to think the Eutychian did argue from thence, 
as if it had been a catholic ground; reason we might have had 
to suppose it, if the catholic had not denied it. But the ease is 
plain; as the Sadducees disputed with Christ about the article 
of no spirits, no resurrection, though in the church of the Jews 
the contrary was the more prevailing opinion; so did the Euty- 
chians upon a pretence of a substantial conversion in the sacra- 
ment, which was then their fancy, and devised to illustrate their 
other opinion; but it was disavowed by the catholics. 

31. Gelasius was engaged against the same persons in the 
same cause, and therefore it will be needful to say nothing but 
to describe his wordsf. For they must have the same efficacy 
with the former, and prevail equally: Certe sacramenta, &e.; 
“ Truly the sacraments of the body and blood of Christ which 
we receive are a Divine thing, for that by them we are made 
partakers of the Divine nature, and yet it ceases not to be the 
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substance or nature of bread and wine. And truly an image 
and similitude of the body and blood of Christ are celebrated in 
the action of the mysteries.” These are his words; concerning 
which this only is to be considered, beyond what I suggested 
concerning Theodoret; that although the word ovcia in the 
Greek, which we render substantia, might be apt to receive 
divers interpretations, though in his discourse he confined it to 
his proper meaning, as appears above; yet in Gelasius, who was 
a Latin author, the word substantia is not capable of it: and I 
think there is no example where substantia is taken for an acci- 
dental nature. It may, as all other words can, suffer alterations 
by tropes and figures, but never signify grammatically any thing 
but itself, and his usual significations: and if there be among us 
any use of lexicons or vocabularies, if there be any notices con- 
veyed to men by forms of speech, then we are sure in these 
things: and there is no reason we should suffer ourselves to be 
outfaced out of the use of our senses and our reason and our 
language. It is usually here replied, that Gelasius was an ob- 
scurer person, bishop of Ceesarea and not pope of Rome, as is 
supposed. I answer, that he was bishop of Rome that writ the 
book out of which these words are taken is affirmed in the 
Bibliotheca PP., approved by the theological faculty in Paris 
1576: and Massonius de Episcopis Urbis Rome, in the Life of 
pope Gelasius, saith, that pope John cited the book de Duabus 
Naturis, and by Fulgentius it is so too. 2. But suppose he was 
not pope, that he was a catholic bishop is not denied; and that 
he lived above a thousand years ago; which is all I require in 
this business. For any other bishop may speak truth as well as 
the bishop of Rome; and his truth shall be of equal interest and 
persuasion. But so strange a resolution men have taken to 
defend their own opinions, that they will, in despite of all sense 
and reason, say something to every thing, and that shall be an 
answer whether it can or no. 

32. After all this, it is needless to cite authorities from the 
later ages; it were indeed easy to heap up many, and those not 
obscure either in their name or in their testimony: such as 
Facundus, bishop of Hermian in Africa, in the year 552, in his 
ninth book and last chapter, written in defence of Theod. Mop- 
suest., &c. hath these words: ‘‘ The sacrament of his body and 
blood, we call his body and blood: not that bread is properly 
his body, or the cup his blood, but that they contain in them 
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the mystery of his body and blood.” Isidore, bishop of Sevil, 
saysh, Panis quem frangimus, &e.; “ The bread which we break 
is the body of Christ, who saith, [ am the living bread. But 
the wine is his blood, and that is it which is written, [ am the 
true vine. But bread, because it strengthens our body, there- 
fore it is called the body of Christ ; but wine, because it makes 
blood in our flesh, therefore it is reduced or referred to the 
blood of Christ. But these visible things sanctified by the 
Holy Ghost pass into the sacrament of the Divine body.” Sui- 
das in the word ’ExxAnola: ZGpa éavrod rHv éxxAnolay Kade? 6 
Xpiords cal Sua radrys lepareder as dvOpwros, SéxeTar 5& Ta Mpoc- 
pepspeva &s Ocds. Tpoodéper 88 4 exxAnola Ta TOU odpaTos abtod 
kal Tod aluaros cbpBoda, may TO Pipapa dua THs anapxijs ayiadovea. 
Christ calls the church Ais body: and by her as a man he minis- 
ters: but as he is God he receives what is offered. But the 
church offers the symbols of his body and blood, sanctifying the 
whole mass by the first fruits. Symbola, i. ¢. signa, says the Latin 
version. The bread and wine are the signs of his body and his 
blood. SvyBora onueta: so Suidas. Hesychius, speaking of 
this mystery, affirms', Quod simul panis et caro est; “ it is both 
bread and flesh too.” Fulgentius saith, Hic calix est novum 
testamentum, 1. ¢. Hie calia quem vobis trado, novum testamentum 
significat. “ This cup is the new testament, that is, it signifies it.” 
Tlapédaxe yap etxdva rod idfov cdparos tots pabyrats, said Procopius 
of Gaza; “He gave to his disciples the image of his own body;” 
otpBora tadra kat od« dd7Oeva, said the scholiast upon Dionysius 
the Areopagite!; “these things are symbols, and not the truth 
or verity ;” and he said it upon occasion of the same doctrine 
which his author (whom he explicates) taught in that chapter™ ; 
'Emredévtoy 76 Oi Ovoractnpie Tay ccBacpiov cvpBdrev bu dv 6 
Xpiords onuaiverat kat peréxerat, &e.; ‘The Divine symbols being 
placed upon the altar by which Christ is signified and partici- 
pated.” But this only I shall remark, That transubstantiation 
is so far from having been the primitive doctrine, that it was 
among catholics fiercely disputed in the time of Charles the Bald, 
about the year 880. Paschasius wrote for the substantial con- 
version; Rabanus maintained the contrary in his answer to 
Heribaldus, and in his writing to abbot Egilo. There lived in 
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the same time in the court of Charles the emperor, a countryman 
of ours, Jo. Scot, called by some Jo. Erigena, who wrote a book 
against the substantial change in the sacrament; he lived also 
sometime in England with king Alfred, and was surnamed the 
Wise"; “and was a martyr,’ saith Possevinus, “and was in 
the Roman calendar ;” his day was the fourth of the ides of 
November, as is to be seen in the Martyrology published at 
Antwerp 1586. But when the controversy grew public and 
noted, Charles the Bald commanded Bertram, or Ratran, to 
write upon the question, being of the monastery of Corbey: he 
did so, and defended our doctrine against Paschasius: the book 
is extant, and may be read by him that desires it; but it is so 
entire and dogmatical against the substantial change, which was 
the new doctrine of Paschasius, that Turrian gives this account 
of it: “To cite Bertram, what is it else, but to say that Calvin’s 
heresy is not new? °and the Belgic Expurgatory Index profess- 
eth to use it with the same equity which it useth to other catholic 
writers, in whom they tolerate many errors and extenuate or 
excuse them; and sometimes by inventing some device they do 
deny it, and put some fit sense to them when they are opposed 
in disputation; and this they do, lest the heretics should talk 
that they forbid and burn books that make against them.” You 
see the honesty of the men, and the justness of their proceedings; 
but the Spanish Expurgatory Index forbids the book wholly, with 
a penitus auferatur. 

I shall only add this, that in the church of England Bertram’s 
doctrine prevailed longer ; and till Lanfranck’s time it was per- 
mitted to follow Bertram or Paschasius. And when Osbern wrote 
the lives of Odo, archbishop of Canterbury, Dunstan, and 
Elphege, by the command of Lanfranck, he saysp, that in Odo’s 
time some clergymen affirmed in the sacrament bread and wine 
to remain in substance, and to be Christ’s body only in figure ; 
and tells how the archbishop prayed, and blood dropped out of 
the host over the chalice; and so his clerks which then assisted 
at mass, and were of another opinion, were convinced. This 
though he writes to please Lanfranck, (who first gave authority 
to this opinion in England,) and according to the opinion which 
then prevailed, yet it is an irrefragable testimony that it was 
but a disputed article in Odo’s time; no catholic doctrine, no 
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article of faith, nor of a good while after: for however these 
clerks were fabulously reported to be changed at Odo’s miracle, 
who could not convince them by the Law and the Prophets, by 
the Gospels and Epistles; yet his successor, he that was the 
fourth after him, I mean A£lfrick, abbot of S. Alban’s", and 
afterwards archbishop of Canterbury, in his Saxon Homily, 
written above six hundred years since, disputes the question, 
and determines in the words of Bertram only for a spiritual pre- 
sence, not natural or substantial. The book was printed at 
London by John Day, and with it a letter of ZElfrick to Wulfin, 
bishop of Schirburn, to the same purpose. His words are these: 
“ That housel (that is, the blessed sacrament) is Christ’s body, 
not bodily but spiritually, not the body which he suffered in, but 
the body of which he spake, when he blessed bread and wine to 
housel the night before his suffering, and said by the blessed 
bread, This is my body.” And in a writing to the archbishop 
of York he said, The Lord “ halloweth daily by the hand of the 
priest, bread to his body, and wine to his blood in spiritual mys- 
tery as we read in books. And yet notwithstanding that lively 
bread is not bodily so, nor the selfsame body that Christ suffered 
in.” J end this with the words of the Gloss upon the canon law": 
Celeste sacramentum quod vere repesentat Christi carnem dicitur 
corpus Christi, sed improprie, unde dicitur suo modo scil. non rer 
veritate, sed significati mysterio, ut sit sensus, vocatur Christi cor- 
pus, i. e. significatur; “The heavenly sacrament which truly 
represents the flesh of Christ, is called the body of Christ; 
but improperly, therefore it is said” (meaning in the canon 
taken out of S. Austin) “after the manner, to wit, not in the 
truth of the thing, but in the mystery of that which is signified ;” 
so that the meaning is, 2 ts called Christ’s body, that is, Christ’s 
body is signified ; which the church of Rome well expresses in an 
ancient hymn : 

Sub duabus speciebus 

Signis tantum et non rebus 

Latent res eximie. 
“« Excellent things lie under the two species of bread and wine, 
which are only signs, not the things whereof they are signs.” 
But the Lateran council struck all dead; before which, ¢ran- 
substantiatio non fuit dogma fidei, said Scotus, “ it was no article 

4 Capgrave calls him abbot of S. r De Consecrat. d. 2. Hoc est. Lug- 
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of faith ;” and how it can be afterwards, since Christ is only 
the author and finisher of our faith, and therefore all faith was 
delivered from the beginning, is a matter of highest danger and 
consideration. But yet this also I shall interpose, if it may do 
any service in the question, or help to remove a prejudice from 
our adversaries, who are borne up by the authority of that coun- 
cil; that the doctrine of transubstantiation was not determined 
by the great Lateran council. The word was first invented by 
Stephen, bishop of Augustodunum, about the year 1100, or a 
little after, in his book de Sacramento Altaris; and the word 
did so please pope Innocentius III, that he inserted it into one 
of the 70 canons which he proposed to the Lateran council, 
A. D. 1215, which canons they heard read, but determined 
nothing concerning them, as Matthew Paris, Platina, and Nau- 
clerus witness. But they got reputation by being inserted by 
Gregory IX. into his Decretals, which yet he did not in the 
name of the council, but of Innocentius to the council. But 
the first that ever published these canons under the name of the 
Lateran council was Johannes Cochleus, A. D. 1538. But the 
article was determined at Rome thirty-six years after that 
council, by a general council of fifty-four prelates, and no more, 
And this was the first authority or countenance it had; Stephen 
christened the article, and gave the name, and this congregation 
confirmed it. 


SECTION XIII. 
Of Adoration of the Sacrament. 


WueEw a proposition goes no further than the head and the 
tongue, it can carry nothing with it but its own appendages, 
viz. to be right or to be wrong, and the man to be deceived or 
not deceived in his judgment: but when it hath influence upon 
practice, it puts on a new investiture, and is tolerable or in- 
tolerable, according as it leads to actions good or bad. Now, 
in all the questions of Christendom, nothing is of greater ef- 
fect or more material event than this: for since by the decree 
of the council of Trent’, they are bound to exhibit to the sa- 
crament the same worship which they give to the true God, 
either this sacrament is Jesus Christ, or else they are very 
idolaters; I mean materially such, even while in their pur- 
poses they decline it. I will not quarrel with the words of the 
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decree commanding to give Divine worship to the sacrament' ; 
which, by the definition of their own schools, is “an outward 
visible sign of an inward spiritual grace,” and so they worship 
the sign and the grace with the worship due to God. But that 
which I insist upon is this: that if they be deceived in this 
difficult question, against which there he such infinite pre- 
sumptions and evidence of sense, and invincible reason, and 
grounds of scripture, and in which they are condemned by the 
primitive church, and by the common principles of all philo- 
sophy, and the nature of things, and the analogy of the sacra- 
ment, for which they had no warrant ever, till they made one 
of their own, which themselves so little understand, that they 
know not how to explicate it, nor agree in their own meaning, 
nor cannot tell well what they mean; if, I say, they be deceived 
in their own strict article, besides the strict sense of which there 
are so many ways of verifying the words of Christ, upon which 
all sides do rely; then it is certain they commit an act of ido- 
latry in giving Divine honour to a mere creature, which is the 
image, the sacrament, and representment of the body of Christ ; 
and, at least, it is not certain that they are right; there are 
certainly very great probabilities against them, which ought to 
abate their confidence in the article: and though I am per- 
suaded that the arguments against them are unanswerable ; 
for if I did not think so, then I should be able to answer them, 
and if I were able to answer, I would not seek to persuade 
others by that which does not persuade me; yet all indifferent 
persons, that is, all those who will suffer themselves to be de- 
termined by something besides interest and education, must 
needs say they cannot be certain they are right, against whom 
there are so many arguments that they are in the wrong. The 
commandment to worship God alone is so express, the distance 
between God and bread dedicated to the service of God is so 
vast, the danger of worshipping that which is not God, or of not 
worshipping that which is God, is so formidable, that it is in- 
finitely to be presumed that if it had been intended that we 
should have worshipped the holy sacrament, the holy serip- 
ture would have called it God, or Jesus Christ, or have bidden 
us in express terms to have adored it; that either by the first, 
as by a reason indicative, or by the second, as by a reason im- 
perative, we might have had sufficient warrant, direct or con- 
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sequent, to have paid a Divine worship. Now that there is no 
implicit warrant in the sacramental words of This is my body, 
I have given very many reasons to evince, by proving the words 
to be sacramental and figurative. Add to this, that supposing 
Christ present in their senses, yet as they have ordered the busi- 
ness, they have made it superstitious and idololatrical ; for they 
declare that the Divine worship does belong also to the symbols 
of bread and wine, as being “ one with Christ ;” they are the 
words of Bellarmine": that even the species also with Christ 
are to be adored; so Suarez: which doctrine might, upon the 
supposal of their grounds, be excused; if, as Claudius de Sainctes 
dreamed, they and the body of Christ had but one existence ; 
but this themselves admit not of, but he is confuted by Suarez- 
But then let it be considered, that since those species or acci- 
dents are not inherent in the holy body, nor have their existence 
from it, but wholly subsist by themselves, (as they dream,) since 
between them and the holy body there is no substantial, no per- 
sonal union, it is not imaginable how they can pass Divine wor- 
ship to those accidents which are not in the body, nor the same 
with the body, but by an impossible supposition subsist of them- 
selves, and were proper to bread, and now not communicable to 
Christ, and yet not commit idolatry: especially since the Nesto- 
rians were by the Fathers called dv@pw70ddrpat, or worshippers 
of a man, because they worshipped the humanity of Christ, which 
they supposed not to be personally, but habitually united to the 
Divinity. 

2. But, secondly, supposing that the article were true in thesi, 
and that the bread in consecration was changed, as they sup- 
pose; yet it is to be considered, that that which is practicable 
in this article is yet made as uncertain and dangerous as before, 
For by many defects secret and insensible, by many notorious 
and evident, the change may be hindered, and the symbols stil] 
remain as very bread and wine as ever, and rob God of his ho- 
nour. For if the priest errs in reciting the words of consecration, 
by addition, or diminution, or alteration, or longer interruption ; 
if he do but say, Hoe est corpus meum for corpus meum, or 
meum corpus for corpus meum, or if he do but as the priest 
that Agrippa tells of*, that said, Hee sunt corpora mea, lest 
consecrating many hosts he should speak false Latin: if either 


u L. 4. de Euch. c. 29. tom. 3: in 3. thom. disp. 65. sect. 1. 
x De Vanit. Scient. c. 3. 


uu? 


660 Of the Real Presence of SECT. XIII. 


the priest be timorous, surprised, or intemperate, in all these 
cases the priest and the people too worship nothing but bread. 
And some of these are the more considerable, I mean those 
defectibilities in pronunciation, because the priest always 
speaking the words of consecration in a secret voice not to 
be heardy. None of the people can have any notice whether he 
speaks the words so sufficiently as to secure them from wor- 
shipping a piece of bread. If none of all these happen, yet if 
he do not intend to consecrate all, but some, and yet know not 
which to omit; if he do intend but to mock, if he be a secret 
atheist, a Moor, or a Jew; if he be an impious person, and 
laugh at the sacrament; if he do not intend to do as the 
church does, that is, if his intention be neither actual nor real: 
then in all these cases the people give Divine worship to that 
which is nothing but bread; but if none of all this happen, yet 
if he be not a priest, quod seepe accidit, saith pope Adrianus VI, 
in quest. quodhb. q. 3. it often happens that the priest feigns 
himself to celebrate, and does not celebrate, or feigns himself to 
celebrate, and is no priest, if he be not baptized rightly, if there 
was in his person, as by being simoniac, or irregular, a bastard, 
or bigamus, or any other impediment which he can or cannot 
know of; if there was any defect in his baptism or ordinations, 
or in the baptism and ordination of him that, ordained him, or 
in all the succession from the head of the d.ad0x7}, from the apo- 
stles that first began the series, in all these cases it cannot but 
be acknowledged by their own doctrine that the consecration is 
invalid and ineffective, the product is nothing, but a piece of 
bread is made the object of the Divine worship. Well! suppose 
that none of all this happens, yet there are many defects in re- 
spect of the matter also: as if the bread be corrupted, or the 
wine be vinegar, if it be mingled with any other substance but 
water, or if the water be the prevailing ingredient, or if the 
bread be not wheat, or the wine be of sour or be of unripe 
grapes, in all these cases nothing is changed; but bread remains 
still Avrds dpros, “ mere bread and mere wine,” and yet they are 
worshipped by Divine adoration. 

3. Thirdly. When certain of the society of Jesuits were to die 
by the laws of England in the beginning of king James his reign, 
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it was asked them, whether if they might have leave to say mass, 
they would to the people standing by, for the confirmation of 
their doubt, and to convert them, say these words, “ Unless this 
whole species you see in the chalice be the same blood which did 
flow out of the side of the crucifix, or of Christ hanging on the 
cross, let there be no part for me in the blood of Christ, or in 
Christ himself to eternal ages,” and so with these words in their 
mouths yield to death; they all denied it, none of them would 
take such a sacrament upon them. And when Garnet, that 
unhappy man, was tempted to the same sense, he answered, 
“that a man might well doubt of the particular.” 7No man 
was bound to believe that any one priest in particular, now, or 
at any one certain time, does consecrate effectively; but that 
the bread is transubstantiated “‘ somewhere or other, at some 
time or other, by some priest or other.” This I receive from 
the relation of a wise prelate, a great and a good man, whose 
memory is precious, and is had in honour’. But the effect of 
this is, that transubstantiation, supposing the doctrine true, (as 
it is most false,) yet in practice is uncertain; but the giving it 
Divine worship is certain; the change is believed only in general, 
but it is worshipped in particular ; concerning which, whether it 
be any thing more than bread, it is impossible without a reve- 
lation they should know. These then are very ill, and deeply to 
be considered ; for certain it is, God is a jealous God, and there- 
fore will be impatient of every incroachment upon his peculiar. 
And then for us, as we must pray with faith, and without doubting, 
so it is fit we should worship; and yet in this case, and upon 
these premises, no man can choose but doubt; and therefore he 
cannot, he ought not to worship; Quod dubitas ne feccris. 

4. I will not censure concerning the men that do it, or con- 
sider concerning the action, whether it be formal idolatry or no, 
God is their judge and mine, and I beg he would be pleased to 
have merey upon us all; but yet they that are interested, for 
their own particulars ought to fear and consider these things. 
1. That no man, without his own fault, can mistake a creature 
so far as to suppose him to be a God, 2. That when the heathens 
worshipped the sun and moon, they did it upon their confidence 
that they were gods, and would not have given to them divine 
honours if they had thought otherwise. 3. That the distinction 
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of material and formal idolatry, though it have a place in phi- 
losophy, because the understanding can consider an act with its 
error, and yet separate the parts of the consideration; yet hath 
no place in divinity ; because in things of so great concernment it 
cannot but be supposed highly agreeable to the goodness and just- 
ice of God, that every man be sufficiently instructed in his duty 
and convenient notices. 4. That no man in the world upon 
these grounds, except he that is malicious and spiteful, can be 
an idolater; for if he have an ignorance great enough to excuse 
him, he can be no idolater; if he have not, he is spiteful and. 
malicious; and then all the heathens are also excused as well as 
they. 5. That if good intent and ignorance in such cases can 
take off the crime, then the persecutors that killed the apostles, 
thinking they did God good service, and Saul in blaspheming the 
religion and persecuting the servants of Jesus, and the Jews 
themselves in erucifying the Lord of life, who did it ignoraitly, as 
did also their rulers, have met with their excuse upon the same 
account. And therefore it is not safe for the men of the Roman 
communion to take anodyne medicines and narcotics, to make 
them insensible of the pain; for it will not cure their disease. 
Their doing it upon the stock of error and ignorance, I hope, 
will dispose them to receive a pardon; but yet that also sup- 
poses them criminal; and though I would not for all the world 
be their accuser, or the aggravator of the crime, yet I am not 
unwilling to be their remembrancer, that themselves may avoid 
the danger. For though Jacob was innocent in lying with Leah 
instead of Rachel, because he had no cause to suspect the de- 
ception; yet if Penelope, who had not seen Ulysses in twenty 
years, should see one come to her nothing like Ulysses, but say- 
ing he were her husband, she should give but an ill account of 
her chastity if she should actually admit him to her bed, only 
saying, If you be Ulysses, or upon supposition that you are 
Ulysses, IT admit you. For if she certainly admits him, of whom 
she is uncertain if he be her husband, she certainly is an adul- 
teress: because she, having reason to doubt, ought first to be 
satisfied of her question. Since therefore, besides the insu- 
perable doubts of the main article itself, in the practice and the 
particulars there are acknowledged so many ways of deception, 
and confessed that the actual failings are frequent, (as I shewed 
before out of pope Adrian,) it will be but a weak excuse to say, 
i worship thee if thou be the Son of God, but I do not worship 
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thee if thou beest not consecrated, and in the meantime the 
Divine worship is actually exhibited to what is set before us. 
At the best we may say to these men, as our blessed Saviour to 
the woman of Samaria, Ye worship ye know not what; but we 
know what we worship. For concerning the action of adoration, 
this I am to say, that it is a fit address in the day of solemnity, 
with a Sursum corda, with our hearts lift up to heaven, where 
Christ sits (we are sure) at the right hand of the Father; for, 
Nemo digne manducat nisi prius adoraverit, said S. Austin; “ No 
man eats Christ’s body worthily, but he that first adores Christ.” 
But to terminate the Divine worship to the sacrament, to that 
which we eat, is so unreasonable’ and unnatural, and withal so 
scandalous, that Averroes, observing it to be used among the 
Christians with whom he had the ill fortune to converse, said 
these words: ¢Quandoquidem Christiant adorant quod comedunt, 
sit anima mea cum philosophis; “ Since Christians worship what 
they eat, let my soul be with the philosophers.” If the man had 
conversed with those who better understood the article, and 
were more religious and wise in their worshippings, possibly he 
might have been invited by the excellency of the institution to 
become a Christian. But they that give scandal to Jews by 
their images, and leaving out the second commandment from 
their catechisms, give offence to the Turks by worshipping the 
sacrament, and to all reasonable men by striving against two or 
three sciences and the notices of all mankind. ‘ We worship 
the flesh of Christ in the mysteries,” saith S. Ambrose4, “as the 
apostles did worship it in our Saviour.” For we receive the 
mysteries as representing and exhibiting to our souls the flesh 
and blood of Christ ; so that we worship it in the sumption and 
venerable usages of the signs of his body. But we give no 
Divine honour to the signs; we do not call the sacrament our 
God. And let it be considered; whether if the primitive church 
had ever done or taught that the Divine worship ought to be 
given to the sacrament, it had not been certain that the heathen 
would have retorted most of the arguments upon their heads, by 
which the Christians reproved their worshipping of images. The 
Christians upbraided them with worshipping the works of their 
hands, to which themselves gave what figure they pleased, and 
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then by certain forms consecrated them, and made by invocation 
(as they supposed) a divinity to dwell there. They objected to 
them that they worshipped that which could neither see, nor 
hear, nor smell, nor taste, nor move, nor understand; that which 
could grow old and perish; that could be broken and burned ; 
that was subject to the injury of rats and mice, of worms and 
creeping things; that can be taken by enemies and carried 
away; that is kept under lock and key for fear of thieves and 
sacrilegious persons. Now if the church of those ages had 
thought and practised as they have done at Rome in these last 
ages, might not they have said, Why may not we as well as you? 
Do not you worship that with Divine honours, and call it your 
God, which can be burnt and broken, which yourselves form 
into a round or a square figure, which the oven first hardens, 
and then your priests consecrate, and by invocation make to be 
your God, which can see no more, nor hear, nor smell, than the 
silver and gold upon our images? Do not you adore that which 
rats and mice eat, which can grow mouldy and sour, which you 
keep under locks and bars for fear your God be stolen? Did not 
Lewis the Ninth pawn your god to the soldan of Egypt, inso- 
much that to this day the Egyptian escutcheons by way of 
triumph bear upon them a pix with a wafer in it? True it is, 
that if we are beaten from our cities, we carry our gods with 
us; but did not the Jesuits carry your host (which you call 
God) about their necks from Venice in the time of the Interdict ? 
And now why do you reprove that in us which you do in your- 
selves?) What could have been answered to them, if the doctrine 
and accidents of their time had furnished them with these or the 
like instances? In vain it would have been to have replied; Yea, 
but ours is the true God, and yours are false gods. For they 
would easily have made a rejoinder; and said, that this is to be 
proved by some other argument; in the meantime all your ob- 
jections against our worshipping of images return violently upon 
you. Upon this account, since none of the witty and subtle ad- 
versaries of Christianity ever did or could make this defence by 
way of recrimination, it is certain there was no occasion given; 
and therefore those trifling pretences made out of some sayings 
of the Fathers, pretending the practice of worshipping the sacra- 
ment, must needs be sophistry and illusion, and can need no 
particular consideration. But if any man can think them at all 
considerable, I refer him to be satisfied by Mich. le Faucheur in 
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his voluminous confutation of cardinal Perront. I for my part 
am weary of the infinite variety of argument in this question ; 
and therefore shall only observe this, that antiquity does fre- 
quently use the words zpockduntos, c¢Bacpidtaros, OeLds, TpooKv- 
vovpevos, venerable, adorable, worshipful, to every thing that 
ought to be received with great reverence, and used with re- 
gard ; to princes, to laws, to baptism, to bishops, to priests, to 
the ears of priests, the cross, the chalice, the temples, the words 
of scripture, the feast of Easter ; and upon the same account by 
which it is pretended that some of the Fathers taught the ado- 
ration of the eucharist, we may also infer the adoration of all 
the other instances. But that which proves too much, proves 
nothing at all. 

These are the grounds by which I am myself established, and 
by which I persuade or confirm others in this article. 

I end with the words of the Fathers in the council of Con- 
stantinoplef: dprov obotay mpocérafe tpoopepecOat, py oxnparitov- 
cay avOparou poppyy iva ph eldwAodrarpela tapecaxdn; “ Christ 
commanded the substance of bread to be offered, not the shape 
of a man, lest idolatry should be introduced.” 


Gloria Deo in excelsis : 
In terris pax hominibus bone voluntatis. 
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THE END. 


